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cent in the Federal tax on earned incomes; to the Committee on 
'Vays and Means. 

323. Petition of the Chauffeurs Union, Local No. 265, of San 
Francisco, Calif., urging Congress of the United States for a 
reduction of 50 per cent in the Federal tax on earned incomes; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

324. Memorial of Local No. 460, 0. P. and C. F. I. A., of San 
Francisco, Calif., urging Congress of the United States for a 
reduction of 50 per cent in the Federal tax on earned incomes ; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

325. Petition of the California State Federation of Butchers, 
urging Congress of the United States for a reduction of 50 per 
cent in the Federal tax on earned incomes; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

326. By Mr. BAIRD: Memorial of William Erf, jr., secretary 
of the North Central Ohio Guernsey Association, urging support 
of House bill 6, providing for an adequate tariff on .oils and 
fats; to the Committee on Agrlcultur:e. 

327. Also, memorial of John H. Pinniger and other farmers of 
Lake Township, Wood County, Ohio, favoring higher duties on 
farm products imported from abroad in competition with Amer
ican produce; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

328. By Mr. BOHN: Petition of Michigan State Senate, au
thorizing Republicans of Michigan to join in the celebration of 
the seventy-fifth anniversary of the Republican Party, July 6, 
1929, at Jackson, Mich.; to the Committee on Rules. 

329. By Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin: Petition of officers of the 
Anti-National Origins Clause League of Detroit, Mich., urging 
the repeal of the national-origins provisions of the immigration 
act of 1924; to the Committee on Immigration and Naturaliza
tion. 

330. By Mr. COYLE : Memorial of Pride of East Mauch 
Chunk Connell, No. 162, Sons and Daughters of Liberty, East 
Mauch Chunk, Pa., urging the enforcement of the national
origins provision of the 1924 immigration law, and opposing any 
repeal or further postponement of this provision ; to the Com
mittee on Immigration and Natural~tion. 

331. By Mr. O'CONNELL of New York: Petition of the 
Consolidated Fisheries Co., New York City, with reference to 
the tariff on oils and fats; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

332. Also, petition of Hans Rees' Sons, New York City, with 
reference to free hides and dutiable leather; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

333. Also, petition of H. D. Bob Co. (Inc.), New York City, 
favoring a readjustment in the tariff to 'Provide that importers 
of shirts shall pay no less than 35 per cent ad valorem, or 15 
per cent in addition to rate of duty on chief component material, 
which would apply when the material carries a duty in excess 
of 2.0 per cent; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

334. B:y Mr. HENRY T. RAINEY: Petition of 148 fruit grow
ers of Calhoun County, Ill., favoring a tariff on bananas; to · 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

SENATE 
TUESDAY, 1.ll ay 7, 19149 

The Rev. Joseph R. Sizoo, D. D., minister of the New York 
Avenue Presbyterian Church of the city of Washington, offered 
the following prayer : 

Lord, Thou hast been our dwelling place in all generations. 
Before the mountains were brought forth, or ever Thou didst 
fonn the earth and the world, ever from everlasting to ever
lasting Thou art God. We thank Thee for Thy gifts. They 
are as varied as our needs and as manifold as our desires. 
Our hearts cry for love, and Thou givest us friendship. Our 
minds crave light, and Thou dost reveal unto us truth. Our 
eyes long for beauty, and Thou dost unfold unto them this 
beautiful world. Make us grateful for all Thy gifts. Give u.s 
to believe to-day that life has no need for which strength will 
not be given and that earth has no sorrow that Heaven can 
not heal. Through Jesus Christ our Lord. Amen. 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to read the Journal of yesterday's 
proceediUo<YS, when, on request of Mr. JoNES and by unanimous 
consent. the further reading was dispensed with and the 
Journal was approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 

A. message from the House of Representatives by Mr. ·Chaffee, 
one of its clerks, communicated to the Senate the intelligence 
of the death of E:on. JoHN J. CASEY, late a Representative 
from the State of Pennsylvania, and transmitted the resolutions 
of the House thereon. 

CALL OF THE ROLL 

Mr. JONES. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll. 
The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Senators 

answered to their names: · 
Allen Fletcher King 
Ashurst Frazier La Follette 
Barkley George McKellar 
Bingham Gillett McMaster 
Black Glass McNary 
Blaine Glenn Metcalf 
Blease Goff Moses 
Borah Go1.dsborough Norbeck 
Bratton Greene Norris 
Brookhart Hale Nye 
Broussard Harris Oddie 
Burton Harrison Overman 
Capper Hastings Patterson 
Caraway Hatfield Phipps 
Connally Hawes 'Pine 
Copeland Hayden Pittman 
Couzens Hebert Ransdell 
Cutting Heflin Reed 
Dale Howell Robinson, Ark. 
Deneen Johnson Robinson, Ind. 
Dm Jones Sackett 
Edge Kean Schall 
Fess Keyes Sheppard 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Ninety Senators 
to their names, a quorum is present. 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 

Simmons 
Smith 
Smoot 
Steck 
Steiwer 
Swanson 
Thomas, Idaho 
Thomas, Okla. 
Townsend 
Trammell 
Tydings 
Tyson 
Vandenberg 
Wagner 
Walcott 
Walsh, Mass. 
Walsh, Mont. 
Warren 
Waterman 
Watson 
Wheeler 

having answered 

The VICEl PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a telegram 
from the Webster Literary Society of the S.outheast Missouri 
Teachers College, Cape Girardeau, Mo., favoring the inclusion 
of the debenture provision in the pending farm relief bill, which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

He also lo.id before the Senate resolutions of the California 
State Federation of Butchers, and Local Union No. 460, 0. P. 
and C. F. I . A., in the State of California, favoring a reduction 
of 50 per cent in the Federal tax on earned incomes, which were 
ordered to lie on the table. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, I have a brief statement 
from a real farmer who has had 50 years of experience. I think 
it well to give due publicity to expressions from people who 
know what the.v are talking about. The letter is from Mr. 
E . Rodgers, of Habe Sound, Fla. I ask to have it printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter was ordered to lie on the 
table and to be printed in the RECORD, as follows : 

HABE S0Ul'I'D, FLA., May !, 19Z9. 
Ron. DUNCAN U. FLETCHER, 

Senate Build-ing, WtUhington, D. a. 
DEAR Sm: I have been reading of late a great deal about farm relief 

and I have studied the situation from every angle, a-nd from every stand
point I have studied the McNary-Haugen farm relief bill. Also all of 
the amendments offered to same, and I have come to the conclusion that 
I can not see any relief for the agricultural situation in anything that 
has so far been suggested, because they have not touched on what I 
believe to be the greatest troubles now confronting the farmers, and 
that is, first, too many midcllemen between the producer and the con
sumer; second, the exorbitant express and freight rates levied against 
the shipper; third, t~e exorbitant prices farmers have to pay for farm 
implements and machinery, the same having risen more than 300 per 
cent in the past 25 years; fourth, the high tax rates imposed on farm 
lands and farm machinery ; tbtln, fifth, the worst of all, is the specula
tion carried on in New York in that nefarious stock exchange, buying 
and selling futures, setting a price on farm products six months and 
a year in advance of production. Now, these are five of the funda
mental reasons of the present agricultural troubles, according to my 
views of the matter. And it seems to me that anyone else could see it. 
I have been farming for 50 years and have been watching very closely 
the gradual but sure destruction ot agriculture through tbe increased 
activities of the causes enumerated above. Tbe whole agricultural fabric 
is undermined by the five mentioned causes, each of which, according to 
my view, could be regulated by the Government if it wishes to really 
help the farmer. '.rhat would do more good than any appropriations in 
any other way. I will be greatly pleased to hear from you on the 
subject. 

Sincerely yours, 
E. RODGERS. 

Mr. EDGE. lfr. President, I ask unanimous consent to have 
inserted in the RECORD a telegram from the secretary of the 
Newark branch of the National League of Commission Mer
chants of the United States urging the elimin.ation of fresh 
fruits and vegetables from the pending measure. 

There being no objection, the telegram was ordered to lie on 
the table and to be printed in the RECoRD, as follows : 
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NEWABK, N. J., May 1~ 1929. 

Senator WALTER E. EDGE: 
All of the members of Newark branch National League of Commission 

Merchants of the United States urge the elimination of " fresh fruits 
and vegetables" from Senate bill now before Senate for farm relief, on 
the grounds that their perishability requires highly complex and intri
cate marketing syst em, and .any disturbance thereof may cause hardship 
rat her than relief contemplated by bill. Suggest also the wisdom of their 
elimination pending opportunity to observe effect of legislation on staple 
commodities. 

ALEXA~DER G. MITCHELL, 
Secretary N ewark Branch Nati.onaZ League Commission 

Merchants of the United States, ! OB M i ller Street. 

Mr. BLACK. Mr. President, I desire to have inserted in the 
RECORD a telegram from 0. F. E. Winberg, president of the 
Gulf Coast Citrus Exchange, protesting against the exclusion 
of fresh fmits and vegetables from the pending farm relief 
measure. 

There being no objection the telegram was ordered to lie on 
the table and to be printed in the RECORD, as follows : 

SILVERHILL, .ALA., May 4~ 19£9. 
Ron. HUGO BLACK, 

Utzited States Senate, WasMngton, D. a.: 
We understand that the provision in the pending farm bill dealing 

with fruits and vegetables, in so far as credit is concerned for packing 
and warehouses, bas been eliminated .from the bill. This feature is of 
the utmost importance to the fruit and vegetable grower of the South. 
Please do all in your power get this feature reinstated. 

0. F . E. WINEBEBG, 
Prettident Gulf Coast Citrus Erec1w.nge, representing the 

majority of the Citrus Industry in Alabama, West 
Florida, Mi.ssissippi, and Southeastern Louisiana. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, in connection with what the 
Senator from Alabama has just said, may I venture to suggest 
that the presentation of such matters be postponed until we 
take up the question of fresh fruits and vegetables, as we shall 
do very shortly. I have had a conversation with the chairman 
of the Committee on Agriculture and Fo·restry and he thinks 
we may consider it as soon as the debenture plan is adopted. 

Mr. KING. Adopted? 
Mr. COPELAND. Adopted. I have many telegrams and let

ters relating to the matter which I do not care to put in the 
RECORD. We shall have full opportunity to discuss the question, 
and perhaps if we do it at one time we shall have the matter in 
our minds in a more consecutive and orderly way. It is a ques
tion of such importance that it must be threshed out and both 
sides to the controversy heard fully. There will be ample time, 
I am assured by the chairman of the committee, to give expres
sion to our views. I know in my own State there are many per
sons who take one view and an equal number who take the op
posite view. It is a matter that certainly must receive the 
serious thought of the Senate, and I have no doubt it will do so. 

Mr. CAPPER. Mr. President, Mr. John H. Fahey,· director of 
the United States Chamber of Commerce, has called my atten
tion to a resolution adopted last week at the annual meeting of 
the chamber expressing the approval of that organization of the 

· peace treaty and also expressing their deep interest in the ques
tion of an effective reduction of armament. I ask unanimous 
consent that the resolution be printed in tha RECORD. 

There being no objection, the resolution was referred to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations and ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows : 

THE TRIMTY OF PABIS ON THE BEDUCTION OF ARMAMENTS 

The Chamber of Commerce of tbe United States views with great 
satisfaction the progress wblcb is being made toward the establishment 
<>f real peace ln the world and the constructive leadership in this direc
tion which the Government of the United States has taken. 

It indorses heartily the principles of the treaty of Paris and the in
spiring proposals consistent with that treaty which have been pre
sented on behalf of our Government for the effective reduction of 
armaments. 

American business has repeatedly declared its aversion to armed 
conflict and to profit making influenced by the misfortunes of war. 

Fourteen years ago, by referendum vote, the chamber declared ~ 
"That the United States should take the initiative In joining with 

other nations in agreeing to bring concerted economic pressure to bear 
upon any nation or nations which resort to military measures without 
submitting their diiierences to an international court or a council of 
conciliation and then awaiting the decisions of the court or the recom
mendations of the e<>uncll as circumstances make the most appropriate." 

The relief of humanity from the intolerable sacrifices of war and its 
inevitable burdens of taxation which for centuries have prevented the 
highest development of civilization represent the world's great challenge 
to the intelligence of statesmen. We pledge our unqualified support to 

our President and our Government fu every e.l!ort toward the suppres
sion of war as an instrument of national policy. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, I present a 
telegram from Mr. Charles T. Twynne, executive vice president 
of the Chamber of Commerce of the State of New York, and 
another telegram from the New York Board of Trade, both tele
grams declaring that the respective organizations mentioned 
favor the national-origins provision of the immigration law. I 
.ask that the telegrams may be printed in the RECORD and lie on 
the table. 

There being no objection, the telegrams were referred to the 
Committee on Immigration and ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows : 

NEW YORK, N. Y., May 6~ 1929. 
Hon. JOSEPH T. ROBINSON, 

United States Senate: 
The Chamber of Commerce of the State of New York bas indorsed the 

national-origins provision of the immigration act of 1924 and is strongly 
opposed to its suspension or repeal. 

CHARLES T. TWYNNEl, 
Executive Vice President. 

NEW YORK~ N. Y., May 6, 1929. 
Senatcr J. T. ROBINSON, 

Washington, D. a.: 
The New York Board of Trade relies on your etrorts to prevent repeal 

of national-origins provision immigration law. 
NEW YORK BOA.llD OF TRADE (INC.), 

By WILLIAM McCA.llROLL, 
Ohairman Immigration Committee. 

:Mr. REED. Mr. President, I send to the desk and ask to 
have printed in the RECORD a letter from the national legisla
tive committee of the A.m'erican Legion with regard to the 
national-origins clause of the immigration act. 

There being no objection, the letter was referred to the Com
mittee on Immigration and ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows : / 

Hon. DAVID A. REED~ 

THE AMERICAN LEGION, 
NATIONAL LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE, 

Waskmgton~ D. 0.~ APtil 21, 1929, 

United States Senate~ Washington, D. a. 
MY DEAR SENATOR : The American Legion from its very beginning has , 

favored restrictive immigration. This question bas come before our 
national conventions ever since our first meeting in 1919. While the 
Legion was continuing this stand, the Congress passed the act of 1924, 
which based restrictive quotas upon the national origins, to go into 
eft'ect in 1927, temporarily basing quotas upon the foreign-born popula
tion in this country according to the 1890 census. The .American Legion 
immediately indorsed the act of 1924, and in 1928 specifically indorsed 
tbe national-origins provision as a basis for selecting our immigration 
without one diss~nting vote from the 1,000 delegates at the San Antonio 
convention. 

Any method of selecting immigrants based upon the foreign born
whether upon the censuses of 1890, 1900, 1910, or 1920, inevitably dis
criminates against some foreign nations in favor of other foreign nations. 

The American Legion contends that this is not a matter for foreign 
nations-it is an American question which should be settled by Ameri
cans on American terms. The question should be settled once and for 
all, and now is the time to settle it. The qoestion which therefore 
confronts you is this : Shall the foreign born in this country, contending 
through blocs of their own, determine our immigration policy, or shall 
it be decided by the American people in an American way? 

On February 13, after full and e<>mplete hearings, tbe Senate Immi
gration Committee voted against reporting the resolution to postpone 
further the eiiective date of the national-origins provision of the law. 
On March 22 the President, in accordance with law, proclaimed the 
effective date as July 1, 1929. 

With the convening of the special session resolutions have again been 
introduced to repeal this part of the law. Again the Sena te Immigra
tion Committee, after consideration, voted against a favorable report. 

Now Senate Resolution 37 is before the Senate. Tbis proposes to 
discharge the Senate Immigration Committee of the legislation and 
bring the question of repeal to the floor of the Senate. 

The American Legion believes Senate Resolution 37 should be defeated. 
We therefore respectfully request your vote against this resolution. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOHN THOMAS TAYLOR, 

Vice Chairman National Legisla,tiv e Oomm,ittee. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, apropos of what has jus t been 
submitted, I have received a large number of letters, perhaps 
several hundred, from various organizations and individuals 
protesting against the national-origins clause of the immigration 
law and praying that it may be repealed or modified. I .have 
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not tried to cumber the RECORD with those numerous petitions 
and representations. 

Mr. HEBERT. I present a resolution adopted by the Rhode 
Island Council of Patriotic Societies indorsing the immigration 
act of 1924 and the national-origins provision of that act. I 
a:;k that the resolution mRy be printed in the RECoRD. 

The resolution was ordered to lie on the table and to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

RHODE ISLAND COUNCIL OF PATRIOTIC SOCIETIES, 
MayS, 1929. 

llon. FELIX J. HEBERT, 
Senator from Rhode Island, Washington, D. 0. 

MY DEAR MR. HEBER".r: At the annual meeting of the Rhode Island 
Council of Patriotic Societies the following resolution was passed, and 
it was voted that a copy be sent to you: 

"We, the Rhode Island Council of Patriotic Societies, at a regular 
meeting held January 25, 1929, recommend and indorse the following 
petition: 

" We, the undersigned citizens of the United States, indorse the 
immigration act of 1924. 

"We believe its provisions should be extended to cover immigration 
from Mexico, the West Indies, Central and South America. · 

"We regard the national-origins system for the determination of 
quotas now embodied in the act of 1924 as sound in principle, fair to 
all elements of the population, and the only basis by which just repre
senation is given to the basis American stock, which evolved the in
stitutions under which the Nation has grown great: Therefore 

"We respectfully petition the Congress to retain the national-origins 
provision of the immigration act of 1924, and repudiate the alien and 
selfish racial interests seeking the repeal of this just provision of the law. 

"We furtbet· respectfully petition the Congress in the national in
terest to enact more adequate legislation for the deportation of alien 
criminals, anarchists, communists, and insane, who are a menace to 
the public safety and constitute a grievous burden to the taxpayer." 

Very sincerely yours, 
(Mrs. E. S.) ELIZABETH E. MOULTON, 

Secretary. 
49 BOYLSTON AVENUE, Providence, R. 1. 

Mr. NORBECK. I have a couple of telegrams which I should 
like to have printed in the RECORD. One is signed by the Min
nesota Farm Bureau, the Central Cooperative Association, 
Land o' Lakes Creameries, the Minnesota Cooperative Wool 
Association, and others, and has reference especially to the 
tariff. The other one is from the South Dakota Wheat Growers' 
Association, and bas reference to the pending farm bill. 

There being no objection, the communications were ordered 
to lie on the table and to be printed in the RECORD, as follows : 

ST. PAUL, MINN., May .f, 19£9. 
Hon. PETER NORBECK, 

Washington, D. a.: 
Republican platform pledge, "A protective tariff is as vital to Ameri

can agt·iculture as it is to American manufacturing. The Republican 
Party believes that the home market built up under the pt·otective 
policy belongs to the American farmer, and it pledges its support of 
legislation which will give this market to him to the full extent of his 
ability to supply it. We favor adequate tariff protection to such of our 
agdcultm·al products as are affected by fQreign competition. The Re
publican Party pledges itself to the development and enactment of meas
ures which. will place the agricultural interests of America on a basis 
of economic equality with other industries to insure its prosperity and 
success." These are the pledges on which farmers relied when voting 
and Republican Party succeeded. We now fear these promises are not 
to be kept. Farmers greatly disappointed with farm relief bill. The 
tat·iff schedules requested by farm organizatiQns before Ways and Means 
Committee are lowest necessary to keep these pledges. Trades with 
Philippines, Canada, and other foreign governments were not included 
in party platform a.nd our farmers deeply resent present indications 
that we are not to get full tariff protection. Disregard of these party 
platform pledges will be disastrous. 

MINNESOTA FARM BUREAU. 
CENTRAL COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION. 
LAND O' LAKES CREAMERIES (INC.). 
F.AitM STOCK AND HOME. 
MINNESOTA COOPERATIVE WOOL ASSOCIATION. 
MINNESOTA LIVESTOCK BREEDERS' ASSOCIATION. 
TWIN CITY MILK PRODdCERS' ASSOCIATION. 

APRIL 9, 1929. 
Senator PETER NORBECK, 

Senate Office Building, Washingtot~,, D. a.: 
Resolution of the board of directors of the South Dakota Wheat 

Growers Association in session, regularly assembled, at Aberdeen, 
S. Dak., the 23d day of April, 1929: 

" Whereas Congress is now assembled in special session for the purpose 
of passing such legislation as will remedy the present unbalanced con
dition between agriculture and that of industry and labor within our 
borders; 

"Whereas the past and present administrations have expressed their 
disapproval of any legislation embodying the equalization-fee plan or 
the export-bounty plan, and it would therefore seem illogical to attempt to 
force through legislation embodying these principles at this time: Be it 

"Reaolvea, That we urge that Congress direct its study and attention 
toward legislation that will result in further development and con
solidation of farmer owned and farmer operated cooperative marketing 
organizations." 

We further recommend that close attention be given to provision for 
loans to such organizations for acquiring physical facilities and for 
operation ; that such restrictions be placed upon the issuance of such 
loans as will require and be an inducement to small individual units to 
join their efforts together into larger regional units of operation, since 
such provision in loan requirements will lessen the loan hazard will 
increase the security of such loans, and will tend to develop large~ and 
more influential regional cooperatives and discourage the frequent de
velopment of small local, unwarranted, and competitive units. 

SOU'l'H DAKOTA WHEAT GROWERS ASSOCIATION, 
B. M. DICKI:-fSON, Secretary. 

Mr. JOHNSON. I present a memorial from the Legislature 
of the State of California relative to the pending measure and 
in relation as well to the amendment for the exclusion of perish
able fruits .and vegetables, which I ask may lie on the table and 
be printed in the RECORD. 

The memorial was ordered to lie on the table and be printed 
in the RJOOORD, as follows: 

SACRAMENTO, CALlF., May 6, 1!129. 
Ron. HIRAM W. JoHNSON, 

United States Senator, Washington, D. 0.: 
The senate and assembly to-day unanimously adopted the following 

Assembly Joint RRsolution No. 17 relative to the measures for farm 
relief pending in the Congress of the United States: 

" Whereas the House of Rept·esentatives of the United States has 
enacted a measure designed to accomplish comprehenstve farm relief for 
all parts of this country ; and 

" Whereas there-is now pending before the Senate of the United States 
a similar measure, to which certain amendments have been proposed, 
which, if adopted, will exclude from the relief pt·ovisions thereon fruits 
and vegetables and will thus work great hardship and irreparable injury 
upon the producers of such prodoucts through the United States, and 
especill.lly within the State of California ; and 

" .Whereas the production and market of fruits and vegetables con
stitute one of the most important agricultural activities of this State: 
Now, therefore, be it 

u Resolved by the assembly and senate jD"intly, That the Legislature of 
the State of California does hereby request the Ron. HIRAM W. JOHNSON 
and the Hon. SAMUEL M. SHOUTRIDGE, representing the people of this 
State in the Senate of the United States, to support the farm relief 
measure which has been enacted by the House Qf Representatives and 
to use every honorable means to prevent the adoption of any amend
ment to the bill pending before the Senate which would deny the same 
fair rights and privileges of farm relief to the growers and producers 
of fruits and vegetables as are to be accorded to all other agricultural 
industries; and be it further 

((Resolved, That the chief clerk of the assembly is hereby directed to 
transmit by telegraph forthwith upon it adoption copies of this resolu
tion to the President and Vice President of the United States, to the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives, and to the Senators and 
Representatives from California in the Congress of the United States 
(also a resolution of like import p1·epared by Senator Cassidy for the 
California Senate was adopted unanimously by the Seuate of the State 
of California to-day)." 

ARTHUR A. OHNIMUSS, 
Ohief OZ.erk of the Assembly. 

Mr. TYSON. I ask unanimous consent to have printed In 
the RECORD three telegrams which I have received from L. A. 
Nh·en, president of the Tennessee Horticultural Society and 
others, in regard to elimination of fruits and vegetables' from 
the pending bill. 

There being no objection, the telegrams were ordered to lie 
on the table and to be printed in the RECORD, as follows : 

MEMPHIS, TENN., May 6, 1929. 
Hon. L. D. TYsoN, 

United States Ben-ate, Washington, D. a.: 
Press reports indicate Congress will leave fruit and vegetables out

side farm relief legislation. This unfair to one of our most important 
classes farm produrts. Vegetable consumption increased 140 per cent 
last 10 years. Urge you do everything possible prevent this injustice. 

L.A. NIVEN, 
P1·eaident Tennessee Horticultural Society. 
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Senator L. D. TYSON, 
WMhington, D. 0.: 

CLEVELAND, TENN., May 6, 1929. 

Defeat, if possible, the amendment to the farm bill which deprives 
' growers of fruit and vegetables of its benefits. We need relief more 
than most other commodity groups. I am president two associations-

. one selling strawberries, the other peaches. Our growers are anxious 
to be included in the relief plan. 

S. N. VARNELL, 
...._..._ 

NASHVILLE, TlilNN., May 6, 1!129. 
Hon. L. D. TYSON, 

Senator, WMhington, D. 0.: 
Farmers of Tennessee are anxious that fruits and vegetables be 

included in farm relief legislation. Your earnest consideration is 
requested. 

HOMER HANCOCK, 
Commissioner of Agricult>ure. 

Mr. TRAMMELL. Mr. President, I have received a large 
' number of telegrams protesting against the amendment to 
eliminate fruit and vegetable growers from the benefits of the 
pending farm bill, which I have not sent to the desk to be 
inserted· in the RECORD; but I desire to have the telegram which 
I hold in my hand, from the commissioner of agriculture of the 
State of Florida, printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the telegram was ordered to lie 
on the table and be printed in the RECOnD, as follows: 

TALLAHASSEE, FLA., May 6, 19f9. 
Hon. PARK TRAMMELL, 

Senate Office Building, Washington, D. 0.: 
Please do not fail to see to it that fruit and vegetable producers 

have the same privileges that staple crop growers have in farm 
relief bill. 

NATHAN MAYO, 
Oomm~ssioner of Agriculture. 

" THE .ASHURST .AMENDMENT " 

Mr. ASHURST presented letters relative to compensation of 
ex-service men of the World War, which were referred to the 
Committee on Finance and ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

APRIL 29, 1929. 
Gen. FRANK T. HINES, 

Director United States Veterans' Bureau, 
Washington, D. 0. 

DEAR GENKRA.L HINES : When H. R. 12175 was pending in the Senate 
·of the Sixty-ninth Congress I offered the following amendment, which 
amendment was adopted by the Senate and which became a part of 
Public, No. 448, and for the lack of a better description bas come to 
be known as the Ashurst amendment, to wit: 

"That any ex-service person shown to have bad a tuberculosis dis
ease of a compensable degree, w~o, in the judgment of the director, has 
reached a condition of complete arrest of his disease, shall receive com
pensation of not less than $50 per month : Provided, however, That 
nothing in this provision shall deny a beneficiary the right to receive a 
temporary total rating for six months after discharge from a one year's 
period of hospitalization: Provided f-urther, That no payments under 
this provision shall be retroactive and the payments hereunder shall 
commence from the date of the passage of this act or the date of the 
disease reaches a condition of arrest, whichever be the later date." 

Will you please inform me as to the number of ex-service men now 
receiving compensation under the provisions of my amendment; and 
also please further advise me as to the gross sum of money ( compensa
tion) which to date bas been paid to ex-service men under and by 
:virtue of this Ashurst amendment? 

Sincerely yours, 
HENRY F. ASHURST. 

MAY 6, 1929. 
Hon. HENRY F. ASHURST, 

United States Senate, Washington, D. 0. 
MY DEAR SENA~R ASHURST: This will acknowledge receipt of your 

letter of April 29, 1929, requesting a report of the number of ex-service 
men receiving compensation as a result of the amendment of July 2, 
1926, to the World War veterans' act, providing for the payment of a 
statutory $50 award in cases of arrested tuberculosis, and also requesting 
a report of the amount of compensation which has been paid to date 
under the provisions of this amendment. 

The report of arrested tuberculosis cases for March 31, 1929, indi
cates that the statutory award of $50 is being paid to 43,257 veteran.s. 
The cumulative cost of this amendment, over and above the compensa
tion being paid prior to the amendment, is $46,790,000. 

Very truly yours, · 
FRANK T. HINES, Director. 

RADIOTELEPHONES ON R..An.WAY nAINS 

Mr. DILL. Mr. President, in the newspapers of yesterday 
there was printed a report from Canada regarding the develop
ment of the radiotelephone on American railway trains, and 
that leads me to say that while the radio industry and the radio 
development in the United States lead every other part of the 
world in every other respect, I think the use of radio on trains 
in the United States is not abreast of the development along that 
line in other countries. 

I am told that in Germany when a passenger boards a train 
he is handed a rate card showing the rate at which he may tele
phone to people in Germany by the telephone on the train, con
nected by radio with the wire lines which reach the various 
telephones of the country. Just why we have not made that 
development in the United States I am not fully informed, but 
I have a short statement from Mr. Oswald F. Schuette, of the 
Radio Protective Association, which I should like to have the 
clerk read. It is the explanation he gives in this regard. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, th~ clerk will 
read the statement. 

The Chief Clerk read as follows: 
WIRELESS TELEPHONES ON CANADIAN TRAINS 

Oswald F. Schuette, executive secretary o! the Radio Protective Asso-
ciation, made the following statement May 7, 1929: · 

"The announcement made at Toronto calls new attention to the fact 
that such installations on trains in the United States have been pre
vented by the radio trust agreements of the Radio Corporation of 
America, the General Electric Co., the Westinghouse Electric & Manu
facturing Co., and the American Telephone & Telegraph Co. Under 
these contracts the first three companies have agreed to do nothing in 
the field of wireless telephony that might compete with the wire lines 
of the American Telephone & Telegraph Co. All wireless-telephone de
velopment in the United States, under these contracts, are made the 
exclusive monopoly of the American Telephone & Telegraph Co. 

" Wireless telephony from moving trains bas been carried on for 
several years in Europe. Although American passenger trains are the 
finest in the world, the radjo trust bas successfully prevented the in
troduction of this important convenience on any of them. It would be 
difficult to name a convenience that would be more important than such 
a wireless-telephone connection to the thousands of business men who 
daily use such crack trains as the Twentieth Century, the Capitol Lim
ited, the Congressional, the Wolverine, the Olympian, the Overland 
Limited, or any other of the fliers that have made American raHroads 
famous throughout the world. Yet the radio trust bas been able so 
far to prevent such progress. 

"Now that the Canadian railroads, who apparently are outside the 
control of this radio trust, have undertaken to install s11ch a system, 
it will be interesting to note whether the trust will be able to continue 
this reactionary policy." 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The statement will be referred to 
the Committee on Interstate Commerce. 

Mr. DILL. Mr. President, I wish to state in addition that 
the hearings on the new communications bill introduced by the 
Senator from Michigan [Mr. CouZENS], which are to be held 
beginning to-morrow will, I hope, cover this question, and we 
may be able to find out why in reality American railway trains 
are not using the radiotelephone, as stated by Mr. Schuette in 
this statement. 

ANDREW W. MELLON, SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY 

Mr. STEIWER. From the Committee on the Judiciary I sub
mit a report (No. 7) in response to Senate Resolution No. 2, re
lating to the eligibility of the Secretary of the Treasury. I ask 
that it may be placed on the calendar. 

The VICE PRESIDE:r..""T. The report submitted by the Sen
tor from Oregon will be printed and placed on the calendar. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, on behalf of a minority of the 
Committee on the Judiciary, consisting of the Senator from 
Arkansas [Mr. CARAWAY], the Senator from Montana [Mr. 
W .ALSH], the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. BLAINE], and myself. 
I present the views of tbe minority (No. 7, pt. 2) and also some 
v~ews by the Senator from ·wisconsin [Mr. BLAINE] (No. 7, pt. 
3) in addition to what is stated in the views of the minority. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, before the Senator from Ne
braska takes his seat I desire to ask him a question. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Nebraska 
yield to the Senator from Alabama? 

Mr. NORRIS. I yield. 
Mr. HEFLIN. Does the report which has just been sub

mitted relate to the case on which the Senator from Mississippi 
[Mr. STEPHE s] was allowed to vote when he was absent? 

Mr. NORRIS. Yes. The Senator from Mississippi joins in 
the majority report submitted by the Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
STEIWER]. 
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· Mr. HEFLIN. But the Senator from Mississippi is in the 
State of MississippL 

Mr. NORRIS. I want to state, since the question has been 
raised, that there is no objection to the name of the Senator 
from .Mississippi appearing on the majority report, because it 
is in conformity with a unanimous-consent agreement in the 
committee that those who were not present when the report 
and views of the minority were submitted would ha-ve an op
portunity to sign any of the documents ; and a telegram from 
the Senator from Missislilppi to the Senator from North Caro
lina [Mr. OVERMAN] authorizing him to attach his name to the 
majority report was read in the committee. 

Mr. HEFLIN. I think that is a very bad precedent. 
Mr. NORRIS. It may be bad practice, but since the ques

tion has been raised I desire to state that so far as the com
mittee was concerned there was no objection. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I join in the views of the minority 
submitted by the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. NoRRIS], the 
chairman of the Committee on the Judiciary, and I submit some 
additional views, which consist simply of documents which were 
read to the committee--No. 7, part 4. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I desire to submit views on the 
same subject, signed by the Senator from Utah [Mr. KING], 
the Senator from Washington [Mr. DILL], and myself-No. 7, 
part 5. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. May I inquire how many re
ports the Senate is to be favored with in this matter? 

Mr. NORRIS. Does the Senator from Arkansas make that 
inquiry of me? 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I make the inquiry of any 
member of the Committee on the Judiciary who may know. 

Mr. NORRIS. There are three reports, and two members of 
the committee who have signed other reports have also sub
mitted additional reasons for their position. 

Mr. EDGE. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator from 
Nebraska a question? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Nebraska 
yield to the Senator from New Jersey? 

Mr. NORRIS. I yield. 
Mr. EDGE. I am wondering, with these five reports from 

eminent lawyers--
Mr. NORRIS. There are only three reports. 
Mr. EDGE. With th~e three conflicting reports and two sup

plements, making at least five viewpoints, I am wondering just 
where the struggling layman Members of this body are left. 

Mr. NORRIS. That is for the laymen to ascertain and solve 
for themselves. 

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, being unable to agree in toto 
with the various views of the other members of the Committee 
on the Judiciary, I became the lone wolf on the committee and I 
now ask the clerk to read my individual view as it will illumi
nate the Senate and give the correct doctrine on this mooted 
question-No. 7, part 6. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? 
Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President--
Mr. ASHURST. The statement is very short. 
Mr. NORRIS. The only possible objection I have to the 

reading is that it may lead to debate. 
Mr. ASHURST. The statement is so clear that no one will 

wish to uispute it. 
Mr. NORRIS. I have no objection to the Senator .submitting 

his views and having•them read.· 
The VICE PRESIDENT. Reports and minority views sub

mitted by Senators are not debatable in the morning hour. In 
the absence of objection, the clerk will read, as requested. 

'l'he Chief Clerk read as follows : 
Mr. ASHURST, from the Committee on the Judiciary, submitted the fol

lowing individual view (pursuant to S. Res. 2) : 
The Senate has no power to institute and commence impeachment 

proceedings; that power is by the Constitution committed to the House 
of Representatives. 

A concise discussion of this question will be found by reading the 
remarks of Hon. GEORGE W. NORRIS, Senator from Nebraska and chair
man of the Senate Committee on the Judiciary, delivered in the Senate 
on March 5, 1929, when this resolution was considered. The substance 
of what Senator NORRIS then said is as follows : 

"Mr. President. * • * The Constitution of the United States con
fers exclusive jurisdiction upon the House of Representatives to impeach 
officials who are guilty of misdemeanors or high crimes. The House 
would have to decide, the same as a prosecutor would have to decide in 
a case in court, whether the defendant, or whether, as in this case, the 
respondent was guilty of a misdemeanor. The Senate ought to hold 
itself aloof, because in case the House should impeach it would become 
necessary for the ~enate to try the impeachment. 

/ 

· "It seems to me, having exclusive jurisdiction of such trials, we ought 
not to consider this matter, first. because we have no impeachment 
jurisdiction ; and, second, we should not express in advance an opinion, 
either as to fact or law, on the action of a public official who, under 
the Constitution, is liable to impeachment by the House and trial by 
the Senate. 

"To me it seems perfectly clear that that part of the resolution ought 
to l>e eliminated. Suppose, for instance, we should agree to the resolu
tion, and the Judiciary Committee should report, after looking up the 
law, that in its judgment the Secretary of the Treasury had not violated 
any law, and let us suppose tbat the Senate approved that decision. 
We would have gone on record then officially upon a question that, so 
far as any effect is concerned, we would have no jurisdiction to try 
until an impeachment proceeding came regularly before us. 

"Suppose that afterwards the House began impeachment proceedings 
against Mr. Mellon, and found that he was guilty, and impeached him, 
and the articles of impeachment came to the Senate as a court to try 
Mr. Mellon. We· would have already gone on record on the merits of a 
question upon which, regardless of how we should find, we could not act 
unless the official were impeached and we should be trying him for a 
violation of the law. It would at least put the Senate in rather an 
embarrassing position. 

" Suppose we find the reverse of what I have suggested and the 
Judiciary Committee holds, upon hearings, that Mr. Mellon is guilty and 
that he has violated the law, what are we going to do about it? We 
can not try him. We can not both impeach him and try him. We are 
at the end of the string so far as the Senate is concerned. We have 
held that be is not guilty. We have in reality taken the place of the 
House of Representatives." 

When a tribunal discovers that it has no jurisdiction the only order 
it may then properly enter is the order declaring that it bas no 
jurisdiction. 

Respectfully submitted. 
HENRY F. ASHURST. 

Mr. NORRIS. :Mr. President, it seems to me that the views 
submitted by the Senator from Arizona call at least for a 
word from me. I do not want to engage in a discussion of this 
question now ; I merely wish to say that the portion of the 
views submitted by the Senator from Arizona which quotes 
remarks made by me in the Senate when the Senate had the 
i·esolution under consideration expresses sentiments to which I 
still adhere. I thought it was wrong for the Senate to adopt 
the portion of the resolution to which I objected at the time, 
but the Senate adopted the resolution almost unanimously not
withstanding my objection. I regard it, therefore, my duty as a 
member of the Judiciary Committee to obey what to me seems 
like the Supreme Court. The Senate, notwithstanding my ob
jection, having said, "Answer the question," therefore, submit
ting, as I think every Senator ought to do to a majority of his 
colleagues, I, in the best of faith, and by the expenditure of 
a great deal of time, undertook to answer the question which the 
Senate submitted, notwithstanding I believed then and still 
believe that it ought not to have asked the question. How
ever, I thought then and think now that when the Senate 
passes judgment it is my duty as a Member of the Senate to 
abide by that judgment and to accept it in good faith, which I 
have trieu to do. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. FEss in the chair). The 
Chair will inquire of the Senator from Nebraska whether the 
report and the several minority views are to be printed sepa
rately or in one document? 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair will state that re

ports and minority views submitted in the morning hour are 
not debatable. 

Mr. ASHURST. I understand that; and therefore I rise to 
a parliamentary inquiry, as follows: What action, if any, may 
I adopt to have the views submitted by me printed in the 
RECORD and printed as a Senate document? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. In the absence of objection 
that will be done. ' 

1\lr. ASHURST. As a Senate document and in the RECORD? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The views of the Senator will 

be printed as such and, if there is no objection, they will also 
be printed as a Senate document. The Chair hears no objec
tion. 

Mr. NORRIS. I only rose, Mr. President, to answer the 
question of the Chair if the Chair has one that he desires to 
submit to me. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk at the desk would 
like to know whether it is desired to have the report and various 
minority views printed as ·separate documents or printed to
gether as one document. 
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Mr. NORRIS. I think the report and the various minority 

views ought to be printed as one document. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so 

ordered. 
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, am I to understand that 

the report and the various minority views which have been 
submitted are to be printed also as a Senate document? It 
seems to me hardly appropriate to print the minority views of 
one Senator as a Senate document and to print the others 
merely for the use of the Senate. If the minority views of one 
Senator are to be printed as a Senate document, it seems to me 
that the report and the minority views of other Senators should 
be included within it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, that order 
will be made, and the report and the various minority views will 
be pr inted in one volume as a Senate document. 

P .ARAGUAY -BOLIVIA ARBITRATION COMMIS SION 

, Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President, we have with us to-day in 
· the diplomatic gallery some very distinguished visitors. A 

1 
short time ago our neighbors in Paraguay and Bolivia indulged 

· in a brief dispute. Instead of proceeding to long and bloody 
: warfare, as was the custom of our ancestors in ages past, they 
' formed a commission to which the causes of their dispute are 
being submitted. That commission is composed of representatives 
of our neighbors to the south in Cuba, Mexico, Colombia, and 
.Uruguay. There is also a representative of the United States. 

It seems to me that that action on the part of Bolivia and 
· Paraguay is one of the brightest spots in the whole course of 
I the relations between the Republics of the Western Hemisphere. 
' It is one of the most significant steps toward world peace that 
has ever been made in history. 

1 . Senator BINGHAM addressed the members of the coriunission 
seated in the diplomatic gallery as follows: 

Quisiera ofrecer a nuestros distinguidos huespedes la bien
t venida cordial del Senado de los Estados Unidos de America. 

ANDREW W. MELLON, SECRETARY OF THE TREA.SIORY 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, among the various reports which 
were presented from the Judiciary Committee in response to 
the resolution of the Senate regarding the status of Mr. Mellon, 

·I noticed that the Senator from Oregon [Mr. STEIWER] asked 
that the maj!Jrity report might go to the calenda:r. 

It occurs to me that that is scarcely appropriate action with 
respect to a committee report which does not call for any 
action on the part of the Senate. If a committee reported a 
bill or resolution, or some other measure, requiring action by 
the Senate, it would very appropriately go to the calendar, and 
any Senator might offer a resolution to adopt the majority or 
minority report, and, of course, that would appropriately in 
time belong on the calendar. But a mere report, which calls 
for no action from the Senate, it seems to me, should not be 
placed on the calendar until some action is taken by some indi
vidual Senator in the way of offering a motion to accept it or 
a resolution to accept or reject it. Therefore, with the permis
sion of the Senator from Oregon, I will ask that the action 
placing the report on the calendar be rescinded. 

Mr. STEIWER. Mr. President, that request is entirely ac
ceptable to me. I think, indeed, the Senator is · right. The only 
purpose I had in mind is entirely answered by the action of the 
Senate subsequent to the :filing of the report by which the 
report and various views are to be made a Senate document. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The report will be printed. 
Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, to me it is entirely immaterial 

whether this goes to the calendar or not; but it must go some
where, and it seemed to me that the calendar was the proper 
place for it. But as I look at it, since the controversy has 
arisen, it will be a matter for the Chair to decide what shall 
be done with this kind of a report; and whatever the decision 
may be, it will be entirely satisfactory to me. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The practice has been to print 
such a report and have it lie on the table. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, I wish to ask 
the Senator from Nebraska and other Senators who have been 
discussing this subject whether it is expected that any resolu
tion shall be offered or any other action taken by the Senate 
touching the eligibility of the Secretary of the Treasury. 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, so far as I know, no such action 
is expected, but it is within the power of any Senator to make 
a motion or to offer a resolution about it. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Certainly. 
Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, I desire to say that 

the resolution under which the committee acted was introduced 
by the senior Senator from Tennessee [Mr. McKELLAR], and I 
suppose no action ought to be taken concerning the matter in 
his absence. I suggest that the matter lie on the table, as sug
gested by the Chair, until the Sen~to! gom Tei1DeS~ !s P!:~~t~ 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I merely wish to say that, as 
I recall, the resolution of the Senator from Tennessee under 
which the Judiciary Committee proceeded instructed that body 
to inquire into certain legal propositions, and I presume the 
various reports submitted are responsive to the resolution. If 
that be true, unless some motion is made hereafter, no · action 
can be taken. 

:Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, in answer to the suggestion 
made by the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. RoBINSON], the reso
lution under which the committee acted was a resolution sub
mitting to the committee two interrogatories. The committee 
were directed to answer certain ques tions. All of the reports 
except those that hold that nobody has any jurisdiction under
takes to answer those questions. As I understand it, the 
committee has now performed the function submitted to it 
by the Senate and has answered the questions. As I look at 
it, the committee has nothing further to do in the matter. 

As far as I am concerned, I do not anticipate taking any 
action, but it is up to the Senate; and in that respect I sup
p~se the Senator from Tennessee, the author of the resolution, 
will probably be consulted or will probably desire to take some 
action. I am not informed as to that. As far as the committee 
is concerned, I think they are through with it. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 

A message from the House of Representatives by Mr. Chaffee, 
one of its clerks, announced that the House had passed a bill 
(H. R. 22) to provide for the study, investigation, and survey, 
for commemorative purposes, of battle :fields in the vicinity of 
Richmond, Va., in which it requested the concurrence of the 
Senate. 

HOUSE BILL REF'ERR.ED 

The bill (H. R. 22) to provide for the study, investigation, 
and survey, for commemorative purposes, of battle fields in the 
vicinity of Richmond, Va., was read twice by its title and 
referred to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION INTRODUOED 

Bills and a joint resolution were introduced, read the :first 
time, and, by unanimous consent, the second time, and referred 
as follows: 

By Mr. COPELAND: 
A bill ( S. 996) to extend sections 204 and 209 of the trans

portation act, 1920, to certain coastwise water carriers in the 
same manner and to the same extent as it applies to railroads 
and rall-owned water lines similarly situated· to the Com-
mittee on Interstate Commerce. ' 

By Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts: 
A bill ( S. 997) for the relief of Fannie C. Marden; to the 

Committee on Claims. 
By Mr. WAGNER: 
A bill ( S. 998) granting a pension to William H. Bruns ; to 

the Committee on Pensions. 
A bill ( S. 999) to amend section 118 of the Judicial Code to 

provide for the appointment of law clerks to United S~tes 
circuit judges; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma: 
A bill (S. 1000) granting a pension to Luverna Stine (with 

accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on Pensions. 
By Mr. WARREN: 
A bill (S. 1001) granting a pension t..o Joseph Baker (with 

accompanying papers); to the Committee on Pensions. 
By :Mr. CAPPER: 
A bill (S. 1002) to amend an act entitled "An act to provide 

for the further development of agricultural extension work be
tween the agricultural colleges in the several States receiving 
the benefits of the act entitled 'An act donating public lands 
to the several States and Territories which may provide col
leges for the benefit of agriculture and mechanic arts,' approved 
July 2, 1862, and all acts supplementary thereto, and the United 
States Department of Agriculture," approved May 22, 1928; to 
the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 

By Mr. BURTON: 
A bill ( S. 1004) for the relief of E. H. Stephens; to the Com

mittee on Claims. 
A bill (S. 1005) to correct the military r·ecoru of Robert 

Williamson ; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 
By Mr. VANDENBERG: 
A bill (S. 1006) to provide for the appropriate marking of 

the graves of ·widows of soldiers, sailors, and marines of all 
wars in national and State cemeteries; to the Committee on 
Military Affairs. 

A bill ( S. 1007) to provide for a preliminary examination 
and survey of St. Ignace Harbor, Mackinac County, Mich.; to 
~~ pomm1_tt~e Qn Oo!!!me!:~ 
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By Mr. SMITH: 
A bill ( S. 1008) granting a pension to William E. Mcintosh; 

to the Committee on Pensions. 
By Mr. BRATTON: 
A bill (S. 1009) to amend section 304 of the World War 

veterans' act, 1924, as amended ; to the Committee on Finance. 
By 1\Ir. METCALF: 
A bill (S. 1010) granting an increase of pension to Hannah 

E. Reynolds (with accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on 
Pensions. 

By Mr. BURTON: 
A joint resolution ( S. J. Res. 33) providing for payment of 

compensation for services of members of local draft boards 
who served also as clerks of their respective boards; to the 
Committee on Military Affairs. 

COMPETITION IN THE MOTION-PICTURE INDUSTRY 

1\Ir. BROOKHART. I introduce a bill relating to the mo
tion-picture industry, which I ask to have referred to the 
Committee on Interstate Commerce. 

A bill ( S. 1003) to prevent the obstruction of and burdens 
upon interstate trade and commerce in copyrighted motion
picture films, and to prevent restraint upon free competition 
in the production, distribution, and exhibition of copyrighted 
motion-picture films, and to prevent the further monopolization 
of the business of producing, distributing, and exhibiting copy
righted motion-picture films (a) by prohibiting the blind booking 
and block booking of copyrighted motion-picture films; (b) by 
prohibiting the arbitrary allocation of such films by producers 
and distributors to theaters in which they or other producers 
and distributors have an interest, direct or indirect; (c) by 
making unlawful the arbitrary refusal by producers or distribu
tors to furnish such films to theaters in which they have no 
interest; (d) and by making unlawful any system for the 
arbitration of disputes arising out of the lease or license of 
such films which is imposed on the exhibitor against his will 
and/or which is enforced by the coercive action of producers 
or distributors not parties to the dispute, was read twice by 
its title and referred to the Committee on Interstate Commerce. 

Mr. BROOKHART. Mr. President, I desire to say a few 
words in explanation of the bill. 

The bill I have just introduced is designed to preserve for 
the American people the remaining vestige of competition in 
the motion-picture industry and to create conditions under 
which, it is hoped, new competition may spring up. 

That this is a proper concern of the Government is attested 
by the immense influence exerted on the countless millions who 
attend exhibitions of motion pictures plus the fact that this 
great monopoly has been made possible by the copyright law 
of the United States. 

The result is to be attained by making unlawful the unfair 
aod op-pressive measures employed by the great producers and 
distributors in their competitive warfare against independent 
producers, distributors, and theater owners. The need for such 
legislation is indicated by the feeble, futile attempts of the 
executive and administrative branches of the Government to 
secure relief under existing statutes. 

To make plain that this bill deals with stern realities, not shad
ows, it will be profitable to review very briefly the " trustifica
tion " of the industry, beginning with the formation of the 
so called Hays organization in 1922. 

THE HAYS ORGANIZATION 

Prior to 1922 the motion-picture industry was characterized 
by competition. The Famous Players-Lasky Co., headed by 
Adolph Zukor, was the most important concern. Every attempt 
by Zukor to monopolize the business met with determined op
position. The First National and United Artists were organized 
in protest against the policies of Zukor. The efforts of the 
Zukor interests to crush this competition are graphically re
lated in the pleadings, evidence, and findings in the case brought 
by the Federal Trade Commission against the Fam<>us Players
Lasky Co. Block booking and blind booking, two of the prac
tices against which my bill is directed, figured largely in that 
action. 

Ostensibly to "purify " the industry, which was falling into 
disrepute due to scandalous conduct of certain actors and the 
production of off-color pictures, Will H. Hays, Postmaster Gen
eral in the Harding Cabinet and former chairman of the Re
publican National Committee, was called on to spread the 
formaldehyde. Hays having successfully rescued the party 
from its burden of debt by measures since revealed, and being 
regarded as spE::cially qualified as a reformer, undertook the 
assignment for a miserly stipend, said to be- upward of 
$100,000 a year. 

The declared purpose of Hays's appointment soon faded from 
view. It may be asserted without fear of contradiction that 
Mr. Hays has done nothing toward improving the moral tone 
of the movies. He has from time to time forbid the picturiza
tion of certain stories such as Rain and The Green Hat, 
but the stories promptly appeared as Sadie Thompson and 
A Woman of Affairs. Hays may have been hired to give 
orders to his employers, but there is no obligation on the part 
of those who pay him to obey such orders. 

The truth is that Hays was employed primarily as a " fixer " 
to protect the industry against any sort of reform or regulation 
through public action. He immediately surrounded himself 
with politicians of the same school as himself, and these 
worthies, led by C. C. Pettijohn, an Indiana Democratic poli
tician, are engaged in continuous warfare against reform meas
ures in Congress and the State legislatures. What their an
nual expenditures amount to, one can only imagine; but a recent 
issue of Film Daily, a trade paper, stated that 167 measures 
had been contested in 43 States during the past winter. 

One hundred and sixty-one of the measures, it was an
nounced, bad been defeated and six remained to be dealt with. 

There is no record of Hays's accomplishments in the execu
tive and administrative branches of the National and State 
Governments, but clearly they have been of a high order. 
There bas been no determined action by any department of the 
Federal Government to enforce the law against the Motion 
Picture Trust. On the other hand, the Department of State is 
in a continual fret over the threatened exclusion of American 
films by foreign countries, and many are the sharp notes sent 
to friendly France on this subject. 

The other real purpose for which 1\Ir. Hays was employed 
was to end the competition existing among the producers and 
distributors and to pave the way for the monopolization of the 
entire industry, including the exhibition field. So successful 
has been the plan that the producers and distributors of 98 
per cent of the film used in this country are now joined in an 
offensive alliance through the Hays organization. · 

No combination ever before represented such absolute control 
of an industry in the economic history of the United States. 

WIPING OUT THE INDEPENDENTS 

The Hays organization soon after its formation concluded its 
conquest of the production and distribution of pictures-the few 
remaining independents having signed up or passed out. 

Attention was then directed toward the field of exhibition, 
which rested largely in the hands of independent theater own
ers. These exhibitors already were experiencing difficulty due 
to the block booking and blind booking of motion pictures, a 
practice fastened on the industry by the Famous Players-Lasky 
interests. 

To make uniform the imposition of these onerous conditions 
and many others, a standard film-rental contract was devised 
and put into effect by all members of the Hays organization. 
The signing of such contract is a condition precedent to the 
right to buy films. A Pennsylvania judge, in awarding an in
junction against this contract, characterized it as utterly one 
sided. It not only lacks mutuality, but there is an element of 
coereion in it, since an exhibitor ran not obtain the necessary 
product to run his house without signing the contract. 

The subjugation of the exhibitor is made complete by a pro
vision requiring him to submit all disputes arising under the 
contract to arbitration and to comply with the award. Failure 
to arbitrate or to abide by the decision results in the exhibitor 
being placed on the cash-deposit list, not only by the producer
distributor with whom the dispute arose, but by all other pro
ducer-distributor members of the Hays organization. 

These kangaroo courts sit in 32 cities of the United States, 
and an exhibitor, who enjoys the right to be sued in the place 
of his residence by organic law, frequently must travel long 
distances and go out of his State to respond to the summons 
of these coercive tribunals. 

Nor do these bodies practice arbitration in the true sense of 
the term. They do not decide controversies according to right 
and justice. They merely compel ~ecific performance of these 
one--sided contracts. They are expressly forbidden to depart 
from the strict letter of those agreements. No matter bow 
inequitable may have been the conduct of the distributor or 
his agents, no matter what representations or misrepresenta
tions they may have made, the arbitrators may not depart from 
the terms of the agreement. 

Never befo1·e was any group of business men so completely 
subjugated as are the independent theater owners of the 
United States. 

GROWING CONCENTRATION OF CONTROL 

Not only bas competition been largely eliminated by the 
unified tactics of the producers through the Hays organization 
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but the producers themselves are fast concentrating control 
in the hands of a few by the systematic merging of com
petitors. 

Since the hearings before the Interstate Commerce Com
mittee on my former bill (S. 1667) which revealed a high 
degree of concentration, Warner Bros., large producers of fine 
pictures, have acquired the First National Co., a large pro
ducing organization which, in turn, controlled the Stanley Co., 
owning and operating a great chain of motion-picture theaters. 

William Fox, a great producer and theater owner, formerly 
an independent, has acquired, through one of his controlled 
companies, the 1\Ietro-Goldwyn-Mayer Co., credited with being 
the second largest producing organization, and controlling, in 
turn, Loew's (Inc.), a great theatrical chain. 

In addition, Fox has acquired the great West Coast, Poli, 
and Skouras Bros.' interests and is about to exercise options 
on practically every independent theater of any size in New 
York City. 

.According to the screen press, negotiations are now under 
way for Warner Bros. to acquire United .Artists, a former 
independent, making pictures of the highest quality and pos
sessing a number of fine picture houses. 

Current stories in the screen press-see Greater .Amuse
ments, .April 27, 1929--indicate that the present powerful 
Paramount-Famous-Lasky Corporation, headed by .Adolph 
Zukor, is about to aequire the newly formed Radio-Keith
Orpheum Co., which owns a large string of houses and is rap
idly getting into production in a large way. 

The rumor in the trade pr~ is that when these arrange
ments have been completed Paramount-Famous-Lasky Corpora
tion will take over the Warner Bros.' interests, leaving only 
Paramount and Fox capable of meeting the year-round require
ments of the exhibitors of the United States. 

PLIGHT OF THE THEATER OWNER 

This reduction of the sources of supply represents only one 
of the pressing problems of the independent exhibitors. Their 
most serious problem results from the competition of the 
producer-owned theater. 

When the producers first began to exhibit films in the large 
"key" theaters they justi.:fied themselves on the ground that 
such invasion of the exhibition field was necessary to advertise 
the films. 

For several years the producers have been building and 
acquiring theaters at an amazing rate, and their actions are 
altogether inconsistent with a purpose merely to advertise 
:films. Not only that, but they have used their control of the 
films in a palpable effort to drive the independent theater 
owners out of business. 

.A producer will allocate his product arbitrali.ly to an owned 
or affiliated theater. .An independent theat~r owner may be 
able and willing to pay as much or more for ·a particular 
picture, but the producer, standing on his asserted right to 
choose his own customers under any and all circumstances, will 
allocate the :film to the affiliated house. 

.And the discrimination doe~ not end there ; they still enforce 
what they call "clearance" or "protection." This means .that 
the favored" first-run" house is given protection extending from 
30 days to six months over subsequent run houses. In other 
words, the contract between the producer and his affiliated 
theater will provide that the film shall not be leased for exhibi
tion in any other theater in the competitive territory for the 
periods stated. 

The reasonable protection accepted by the industry without 
serious protest in the beginning has been stretched to unreason
able lengths. I will venture to say there are few Senators who 
have not received protests relative to the inability of independ
ent theater owners to obtain films until they are so old that their 
drawing power is gone. 

Coupled with this is the power and temptation of the pro
ducers to favor ea<'h other in the distli.bution of their products 
to the detriment of the independent theater owner. Thus Para
mount, after having taken care of its great Publix chain of 
theaters, will naturally prefer to sell to Fox, with his enormous 
buying power, than to an individual exhibitor or small chain, 
and vice versa. .A trade paper estimates that Fox's buying 
power next year will approximate S65,000,000. 

With the great producers playing into each others hands in 
this fashion, the independent theater can not long survive. 

IS MONOPOLY DESIRABLE? 

The argument is offered that we must have a virtual monopoly 
in the motion-picture business if we are to have fine pictures 
and fine houses-that the little fellows can not be relied on to 
provide such luxuries. 

'l'his claim has been widened recently and we hear the recently 
indicted head of the West Coast Theate~s as§erting !hat the 

public can not have de luxe houses without the exaggerated pro
tection given such houses by the producers. 

This all means that in the mind of the producers, the public 
can not have what it wants, or what the producers want it to 
have, until every remaining vestige of competition has been 
suppressed. 

In other words, this great industry wielding such an immense 
influence on the lives, culture, and manners of the people can 
never render the maximum of service until it has come under 
the complete ownership and domination of .Adolph Zukor 
William Fox, and Will H. Hays ! ' 

It is safe to say that no considerable portion of our population 
would choose this particular triumvirate to dominate the educa
tional institutions of the country. Yet they are fast achieving 
a position of equal, or greater, importance. 

The only way in which the public can retain any control over 
the kind of pictures shown on the screen is to retain the inde
pendent theater owner, insure to him the right to select his 
films, and then hold him responsible for the kind of films be 
shows. 

The latest cry of the Hays organization in its war on censor
ship is "selection-not censorship." .And Yet the policy and 
every act of the Hays organization has been in the direction of 
denying to theater owners-the only branch of the industry with 
which the public has contact-the right to select their films. 

The cry was recently uttered before a gathering of patriotic 
women in Washington, the Daughters of the .American Revolu
tion, but no one suggested how the slogan could be squared with 
the policy of block booking and blind booking films. 

HOW THE BILL WILL HELP 

My bill is designed to outlaw the blind booking, block book
ing, and arbitrary allocation of films. To this extent it is very 
similar to my former bill. It will have the effect to vest in the 
owner of the family theater the right of selection in buying 

.films. With this right vouchsafed to the theater owner, pareuts 
can demand of him that he show the right kind of pictnres for 
their children to see. 

In addition, I have made provision for outlawing any system 
of compulsory arbitration imposed on exhibitors by a uniform 
contract against the will of the exhibitor at the time the agree
ment is made; also for outlawing a11y form of enforcing arbitra
tion or arbitration awards which involves the coercive action 
of persons not parties to the immediate controversy. 

There is provision for the making of rules and regulations for 
the carrying into effect of the law by the Federal Trade Com
mission. Should the industry be able to agree on satisfactory 
methods and differentials in price between single pictures and 
groups the commission might never have to exert this authority. 
In other words, the industry under this bill would be able to 
practice the policy of self-regulation· for which its spokesmen 
so loudly cry. 

This bill will doubtless meet with the horrified cry of 11 Gov
ernment regulation," as was the former. Such regulation, if it 
comes, will be due solely to the grasping policy and oppressive 
practices of the producers. They have long had it in their 
power to avoid such regulation by a little enlightened modera
tion. .As regards the exhibitors, their position is summed up in 
a recent declaration by one of their leaders, that they do not 
desire Government regulation as such, but they would rather 
r emain in business with regulation than to be driven out of 
business for want of it. 

AMENDMENTS TO F .ARM RELIEF BILL 

Mr. V .ANDE~TBERG and Mr. CAPPER each submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by them, respectively, to 
Senate bill 1, the farm relief bill, which were ordered to lie on 
the table and to be printed. 

CORPOB.A.TION PROFITS 

Mr. FLETCHER. :Mr. President, I hold in my hand quite an 
interesting statement which appears in the Manufacturers' News 
for May, 1929, published in Chicago. It ic:3 entitled "Many Com
panies Report Rise ill Net Profits." It is relevant, it seems to 
me, when we are con ·idering help for agriculture to note the 
profits that are being made by corporations, and particularly 
the corporations that manufacture goods which the farmer must 
have and for which he must pay. 

The statement shows that the corporation profits for 1928 over 
1927 out of 38 industries averaged an increase of 17.19 per cent. 
Some of the profits in 1928 over 1927 ra11ged as high as 60 per 
cent. For instance, amusement companies showed 8.65 per cent 
increase in 1928 over 1927 ; automobile manufactures, 19.67 per 
cent increase; auto parts and accessories, 60.86 per cent in
crease; brass and copper products, 56.59 per cent; building sup
plies, 1.37 per ce11t; business equipment, 24.44 per cent ; chemi
cals, 31.62 per cent increase in 1928 over 1927 ; department 
~tores, 8.86 :P.~!: ~..t ~~Ee¥e_i .Q.Eugs, ;t5.42 peJ.: ~ent incre~se; 
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bakeries, 5.26 per cent inCI"ease; beverages and confections, 10.97 
per cent increase; other food products, manufactured, 14.71 per 
cent increase; ha,rdware manufactures, -20.05 per cent increase; 
iron ~d steel, 33.28 per cent increase; machinery, . tools, 21.92 
per cent increase; metal products, 30.44 per cent increase; 
mining and smelting, 43.78 per cent increase; oil producers and 
refiners, 94.44 per cent; paper manufacturers, 11.57 per cent; 
unclassified industrials, 17.51 per cent; public utilities, 18.70 
per cent; railroads, 9.90 per cent; financial-it is classified as 
:financial, and I suppose that means :financial institutions, invest
ment companies, and the like--70.36 per cent in profit in 1928 
over 1927. 

'l'he total is given and the average of the 38 industries show
ing an increase in activities in 1928 over 1927 is given as 17.19 
per cent. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President--
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Florida 

yield to the Senator from Montana? 
Mr. FLETCHER. I yield. 
Mr. WALSH of Montana. Let me inquire of the Senator 

from Florida if it gives a list of those industries in which 
the profits declined? 

Mr. FLETCHER. There are a few of those. I bad not 
mentioned them, but I shall be glad to do so. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Could the Senator indicate the 
class of industries in which the profits have declined? 

Mr. FLETCHER. Clothing manufacturers, 13.30 per cent; 
restaurant chains, 9.77 per cent; furniture manufacturers, 
2.75 per cent; glass products, 0.87 per cent; raU1·oad equipment, 
25.52 per cent; rubber products, 79.98 per cent; shoe manu
facturers, 11.39 per cent; textiles, 15.93 per cent; miscellaneous 
traders, 1.70 per cent decrease. That comprises out of the 
38 an where there is shown any decrease in the profits in 1028 
under those of 1927. 

I ask to have this page of the article, which includes the list 
I have mentioned, printed in the RECORD. 

Mr. WATSON. Mr. President, my attention was diverted 
at the beginning of the Senator's statement. I was wondering 
what is the object of it. 

Mr. FLETCHER. The object of it is to show that the indus
tries named, to a very large extent manufacture things which 
the farmer must buy and consume and shows that they have 
be~n making these enormous increases in profits. It shows also 
that the railroads themselves have bad an increase of 9.90 
per cent in profits in 1928 over 1927. These are all indush·ies 
)Vhich have a bearing on the prosperity of agriculture. The 
farmer is obliged to pay more and more for everything he 
consumes, and he is practically the only man engaged in any 
great industry who· is losing money all the while and making 
no profits at all. It seems to me it has a bearing on that 
question. These corporations enjoying this increase in profits 
year after year are furnishing much of the opposition to any 
measure aimed and intended to benefit agriculture. It is an 
iilustration Of the selfishness which prevails. 

Mr. KING. l'\1r. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. FLETCHER. Qertainly. 
Mr. KING. Mr. President, it seems to me the Senator from 

Florida at this particular juncture is doing a disservice to those 
poor little "orphans., who for a number of months at the other 
end of the Capitol have been portraying to the American people 
with tears in their eyes all of their very great poverty and the im
portance of permitting them to extort greater amounts from the 
farmers and the American people by increasing the tariff rates. 
There will be reported to the House to-day, I believe, a tariff 
bill which answers the demands of these poor little " orphans " 
and poor people who claim that they have made no great profit 
and who now demand the right to increase their extortionate 
charges. 

Mr. FLETCHER. I thank the Senator for his reference. 
That is one thing I bad in mind. Most of the industries that 
have bef'n making such tremendous increases in their profits 
:rear after year are now here asking for higher protection duties 
in order that they may live and survive, and are classed as 
infant industries and the like. It has that bearing also. They 
are generally opposed to an increase in duties on agricultural 
products. They raise the cry of increase in the cost of living, 
but they do not apply that objection to themselves ; they insist 
on greater and greater profits for themselves. 

I think when an examination is made of the statement and the 
figures contained therein it will throw some light on the ques
tion of farm relief, so called, or agricultural aid. and also on 
the question of the tariff with which we will have to deal at this 
session. 

I renew my request that the statement may be printed in the 
RECORD. 

LXXI-59 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The statement referred to is as follows: 

MANY COMPANIES REPORT RISE IN NET PROFITS 

Total net profits of 1,042 companies in 38 business groups amounted 
to $3,748,051,000 in 1928, ·an aggregate gain of 17.19 per cent over 1927 
and 11.35 per cent over 1926, according to a compilation .Prepared by 
Ernst & Ernst, accountants, from published financial statements. 

For 815 industrials the compilation shows an aggregate increase in 
earnings over 1927 of 20.49 per cent; for 120 public utilities, an increase 
of 18.70 per cent; 82 railroads, 9.90 pe.r cent; 25 financial institutions, 
70.36 per cent. 

But this improvement was quite irregular, both by groups and by 
members of the same groups. Of the 8~5 industrials, 516 were up, 299 
were down ; of 120 public utilities, 92 were up, 28 down ; 82 railroads, 
54 up, 28 down ; 25 financial companies, 21 up, 4 down. Furthermore, 
of the 35 groups of industrials, 9 showed lower earnJngs in 1928 than 
in 1927 ; clothing manufacturers, r611taurant chaJns, furniture manufac
turers, glass products (very slight decrease), ranroad equipment, rubber 
products, shoe manufacturers, textiles, and miscellaneous traders. The 
other industrial groups showed increases by widely varying percentages. 
Of the 3g groups in all, 14 showed aggregate profits lower in 1928 than 
in 1926 as compared with the 9 which were lower in 1928 than in 1927. 
Three groups showed con-tinued downward ·trend through both 1927 
and 1928. 

EXPLAINING PRICE DECLINES 

Varying factors were responsible for the failure of certain industries 
to realize their sha1·e of the Nation's prosperity. In some lines excess 
capacities and overproduction created extremely competitive situations 
resulting in price declines. In others foreign competition and outside 
influences on commodity prices were the cause of material shrinkages 
which bad to be absorbed in operations. In still other instances a gen
erally depressed condition of earlier years continued into 1928, and 
these industries apparently have not yet been able to adjust themselves 
adequately to . present-day demands. Changing trends in the general 
economy of business likewise have bad their effects, aiding certain indus
tries but making it harder for others. 

The figures themselves do not give an accurate picture of improve
ment !rom year to year. Industry is continually tending toward con
solidations and the building of larger units through the acquisition or· 
businesses in either related or unrelated lines. Any compilation such 
as this which compares the profits of individual companies over periods
of time necessarily fails to measure the earnings of these added busi
nesses applicable to the years prior to their acquisition by the present 
owners. This factor, among others, would seem to suggest that any 
cross-sectional study of the trend of business profits might indicate a 
slightly more favorable operating progress than would be borne out by 
a complete summary of industry as a whole. These earning figures 
may paint the picture a little too bright. 

Expansion of industries through the opening of new fields or new 
markets likewise tends to influence unduly a current year's showing 
compared with that of a previous period to the extent that present re

. turns include any displaced business of other lines or enterprises. 
This is particularly evident in the case of chain stores, public utilitiesr 
etc., but is by no means limited to these groups. While the difference or 
increased earning power may be partly offset by added costs usually 
incident to acquisition of new properties or expansion into new fields, 
it is probable that current profit figures contain increases which, as a 
general rule, exceed these added costs. 

Corporat-ion profits, 1928 and 1927 

In-
Number of companies 

1928 profits 1928 
Industrials (000 crease over over omitted) 1926 1927 Over Under Total 1927 1927 

------------
Per cent Per cent 

.Amusement companies _______ $14,905 14.94 8. 65 3 4 7 

.Automobile manufacturers ___ 365,076 38.74 19.67 11 1 12 

.Auto parts and accessories ___ 60,137 56.31 60.86 24 3 27 
Brass and copper products ___ 12,084 43.55 56.59 8 3 11 
Building supplies __ ---------- 60,588 1 6.63 I. 37 41 28 69 Business equipment_ ________ ~ 1,866 26.57 24.44 3 0 3 
Chemicals ______ ------------- 74,315 33.01 31. 6.2 10 2 12 
Clothing, manufacturers _____ 17,322 I 4. 03 I 13.30 15 22 37 
Coal mining __ --------------- 6,013 14fi.l4 1.87 5 4 9 Department stores ___________ 136,086 27.42 8. 86 25 11 36 Drugs ________________________ , 20,161 17.17 15.42 11 1 12 
Electrical supplies ___________ 5,084 I 14.74 2. 45 5 2 7 Bakeries _____________________ 42, 627 13.25 5. 26 4 5 9 
Beverages, confections _______ 28,213 20.71 10.97 9 4 13 
Meat packers ___ ------------- 22,632 17. 78 43.46 14 3 17 Restaurant chains _______ _____ 5, 327 14.32 19.77 1 3 4 
Other food products __________ 113, 189 20.26 14.71 27 14 41 
Furniture manufacturers _____ 7,204 120.39 I 2. 75 3 6 9 Glass products _______________ 2,653 16.08 I . 87 2 3 5 
Hardware manufacturers _____ 3, 971 II. 86 20.05 6 1 7 
Iron, steeL ___________________ 200,472 I 1.19 33.28 23 1 24 Machinery, tools _____________ 39,396 11.93 21.92 39 16 55 

1Decreasa. 
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Oorporatio-n p-rofits, 1928 ancl 1927-Continned 

In-
Number of companies 

1928proflts crease 1928 
Industrials (000 over over 

omitted) 1926 1927 Over Under Total 1927 1927 

t---- - ---
Per cent Per cent 

Metal products-sundry _____ 36,784 15. 15 30.44 14 11 25 
Mining and smelting ___ ______ 114,379 33.14 43.78 20 7 27 
Oil-w·oducers and refiners ____ 223,985 19.75 94.44 30 9 39 
Paper manufacturers _________ 13,830 5.09 11.57 15 9 24 
Printers, publishers __________ 7,307 46.80 17.70 8 4 12 
Railroad equipment_ ________ 24,656 142.08 I 25.52 5 u 16 
Real estate, insurance ________ 25,277 157.79 30.54 11 3 14 
Rubber products _____________ 9,601 138.76 I 79.98 2 8 10 
Shoe manufacturers __________ 23,459 11.92 lll. 39 2 6 8 
Textiles __ _____________ ----- __ 13,159 1G5. 12 l 15.93 21 29 50 
Tobacco products ___________ 86,850 7.27 L99 11 5 16 
Miscellaneous traders ________ 8,374 26.86 ll70 25 27 52 
U nclassifled industrials. ______ 58,023 19.87 17.51 63 33 00 

Total industrials _______ 1,885, 005 13.90 2D.49 516 299 816 
Public utilities _______________ 672,713 32.75 18.70 92 28 120 
Railroads._-------·----------- 1, 140,776 13.13 9.90 54 28 82 
Financial. __ ----------------- 49,557 85.63 70.36 21 4 25 

1- ---
Total. __ --------------- 3, 748,051 11.35 17.19 683 359 1,042 

1 Decrease. 

ADDRESS BY INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSIONER AITCHISON 

1\Ir. COUZENS. I ask unanimous consent to have printed as 
a public document an address delivered by Interstate Commerce 
Commissioner Aitchison at Princeton University, Princeton, 
N. J., on March 19 last. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? 
Mr. HEFLIN. 1\Ir. President, we on this side of the Cham

ber could not hear what was said by the Senator from Michi
gan, and we desire to know what the Senator wishes to have 
printed. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will state the title 
of the document which is desired to be printed by the Senator 
from Michigan. 

The Chief Clerk read as follows : 
THE ORGANIZATION AND MANNER OF WORK OF THE INTERSTATE COM:t.lERCE 

COMMISSION 

By Clyde B. Aitchison, an Interstate Commerce Commissioner 

A lecture, under the Cyrus Fogg Brackett Foundation, before the 
faculty and students of the School of Engineering, Princeton Univer
sity, March 19, 1929. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. In the absence of objection, the 
address will be printed, as requested by the Senator from 
Michigan. 

PROPOSED DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

Mr. RANSDELL. Mr. President, I ask permission to have 
inserted in the RECORD an article from the United States Daily 
of 1\Ia y 4 entitled "Mr. Wilbur Says Department of Education 
is Unnecessary-Adequate Position in Some Existing Govern
mental Branch Favored--Centralization, Backed by Large Fi
nancial Resources, Viewed as Menace." In connection there
with I ask to have in8erted in · the RECORD also a very excellent 
editorial in the Washington Post of May 5 entitled "A Stroke 
for Liberty." 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The article and editorial are as follows : 

MR. WILBUR SAYS DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION Is UNNECESSARY-ADE

QUATE POSITION IN SOME EXISTING GOVERNMENTAL BRANCH FAVOREir

CEXT P.ALIZATION, BACKED BY LARGE FINANCIAL RESOURCES, VIEWED AS 

MENACE 

Centralization in the National Government of any large educational 
scheme backed by extensive financial resources would be a distinct 
menace, the Secretary of the Interior, Ray Lyman Wilbur, stated in an 
address on May 3 before the twelfth annual meeting of the American 
Council on Education, held at the National Research Council in Wash
ington, D. C. 

The ct·eation of a Federal department of education is not required, he 
asserted. All that is needed, be said, is an adequate position for educa
tion within a department and with ample funds for research. survey, 
and other wor·k. 

Secretary Wilbur emphasized in this connection the need for local 
self-government in education, asserting that too much help from afar 
would be harmful to the initiative and self-reliance requisite for charac
ter in a community. The address follows in full t ext: 

DISTRmUTION OF TAX POWER 

" I llave often wished that I might have had the pleasure of sitting in 
e.t th l? discussions wben the baslc principles underlying the organization 

of the United States of America were be-ing ·thought out loud by men 
like Thomas Jefferson and Benjamin Franklin. It seems to me that the 
wisest and shrewdest thing that was done was to encourage universal 
public education as the basis upon which citizenship should rest. The 
schoolhouse and the church have been the earliest community enterprises 
throughout the history of our gradual conquest of a great continent. 
They came just as soon as sustenance and defense had been mastered. 
In themselves they were most significant, because they brought local 
self-government and self-control into play. 

" There bas been a unique distribution of the taxing power so that the 
majority of the expenditures for taxation have been raised and spent 
in the local districts and only a modest percentage outside of those for 
war and its after effects has come from the central Government in 
Wasllington. This, togethel· with the organization of the State govern
ments, has permitted of a wide range of development in the public 
schools. Fortunately, too, there were no national and the State uni
versities followed a prolonged period of privately operated and later 
privately endowed institutions of higher learning. When the State uni
versities appeared they were under the constant stimulation of private 
and independent institutions of equal rank. This kept the hand of 
centralized government largely off of the school-teacher and the school
room. 

SOME INADEQUACIES ASSERTED 

"Of course, there have been marked inadequacies in districts without 
a proper sense of self-government, without natural organizing power, 
and without financial strength. Some of those who have looked over our 
educational system have noticed only these dark spots and have 
thought that a national mechanism should be devised that would be 
nation-wide in scope and would bring these weaker or dark spots at 
least up to the average level of the country. Correction of abuses is a 
poor method of developing proper administration. It seems to me 
that there is a distinct menace in the centralization in the National 
Government of any large educational scheme with extensive financial 
resources available. Abnormal power to mold and standardize and 
crystallize education which would go with the dollars would be more 
damaging to local government, local aspiration and self-respect, and to 
State government and State self-respect than any assistance that might 
come from the funds 

"We can not rise higher than our source. That source in government 
with us is local. The family and the local community must be the 
places where citizenship is built and where the fiber of the Nation 
is strengthened and its forces recruited. Too much help from afar is 
harmful to the initiative and self-reliance requisite for character in a 
community. 

FUNCTIONS OF GOVERNMENT 

"The place of the National Government is not that of supplying funds 
in large amounts for carrying on the administrative functions of educa
tion in the communities, but to develop methods, ideals, and procedures, 
and to present them to be taken on their merits. The National Gov
ernment, too, can give widespread information on procedures, can report 
on what is actually going on in different parts of the country and in 
the world, and can unify to some extent the objects of those in the 
field of education in so far as unification is desirable. There is a 
distinct place for this sort of thing in the administrative side of the 
National Government, but it should not be recognized as an administra
tive position with large funds at its disposal. A department of education 
similar to the other departments of the Government is not required. An 
adequate position for education within a department and with sufficient 
financial support for its research, survey, and other work is all that is 
needed. 

GAINS SAID TO BE POSSIBLE 

"Great gains are possible in our whole educational scheme through na
tional leadership provided in this way. Education is preparation for 
the future and there must be constant change to keep in step with the 
advances made. Our conceptions regarding the mental make-up of 
children are shifting and the requirements of life are changing with a 
civilization which is being revamped by the practical applications of 
science and invention. The object of those of us who seek the greatest 
possible advantages for all from education can, it seems to me, be accom
plished without disturbing the initiative and responsibility of local and 
State units of govet·nment." 

[From the Washington Post, May 5, 1929] 
A STROKE FOR LIBERTY 

The stand taken by Secretary Wilbur against the proposed creation 
of a Federal department of education retlects the general policy of 
President Hoover in putting a check to the growth of bureaucracy. 
Mr. Wilbur's brief statement to the American Council on Education 
sums up admirably the reason why the Federal Government should 
leave control of the school~ to the States. He suggested that the proper 
function of the Government in the field of education was to make 
research and develop methods, ideals, and procedures which would be 
.available to the school authorities of the States. With sufficient funds 
to do this work properly, nothing more would be needed and no addi
tional authority or money should be granted. Mr. Wilbur added: 
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"Abnormal power to mold and standardize and crystallize education, 

which would go with the dollars, would be more damaging to local 
government, local aspiration, and self-respect and to State government 
and State self-respect than any assistance that might come from 
the funds. We can not rise higher than our source. The source of 
government with us is local. The family and the local community 
must be the places where citizenship is built and where the fiber of 
the Nation is strengthened and its forces recruited. Too much help 
from afar is harmful to the initiative and self-reliance requisite for 
character in community. There is a distinct menace in the centraliza
tion in the National Government of any large educational scheme with 
extensive financial resources available." 

The educators who are enamored of the idea of utilizing the power 
of the Government in controlling education overlook or disregard the 
evils that would result from such a: radical departure in government. 
A vast bureaucracy would be necessary to make the plan effective. 
With the power and money that would be ava,ilable it would be impos
Rible to prevent abuses that would scandalize the country and array 
its citizens into hostile camps. The controversy over the liquor ques
tion is mild in comparison with the furious civil cominotion that 
would result from powerful official attempts to mold the education of 
America_n youth. Religious, moral, and political quarrels would ensue, 
all of them embittering the people and alienating their devotion to the 
Government. 

Assuming that the Government could direct the educational system 
of the country, the result would be a disastrous leveling-down process 
in the inevitable standardization methods. Education would be gear~J 
to dullness and ignorance in the laudable effort to lift up the whole 
mass. A national religion would be demanded and opposed. Questions 
of moral instruction would arise, and the country would witness the 
spectacle of a Government department attempting to regulate the coun
try's morals. 
· Too much power has already been surrendered by the States to the 
National Government. The people are discovering that they made a 
mistake when they delivered the State police power over to the Govern
ment in the matter of controlling or suppressing the liquor traffic. 
The States can control or suppress the liquor traffic, but the Government 
can not do so unless it sets up a national police force permeating every 
nook and corner of the country. 

The police power of 'the States covers education, morals, health, and 
public order. American liberty is impaired when the States and local 
communities deliver any of this power to a bureaucracy in Washington. 
The delivery of the State power over education, following the relin
quishment of power to maintain public order, which is the essence of 
the liquor problem, would destroy one of the pillars of the States and 
thus t end to destroy the Union itself. The Union can not survive unless 
the States remain indestructible. 

When the Hoover administration sets its face against the" sunender 
of the powers of the States it contributes to the maintenance of the 
United States itself. 

SINKING OF THE STEAMER " VESTRIS " 

Mr. WAGNER. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to 
have printed in the RECORD an editorial from the New York 
World urging the adoption of a resolution submitted by me 
providing for an investigation of the Vestris· disaster. 

There being no objection, the editorial was ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows : 

THE LOG OF THE " VESTRIS " 

'£be principal witness before the board of trade inquiry in London 
into the loss of the steamship Vestri,s is her chief officer, F. w. Johnson. 
He attributes the foundering of the ship with a loss of more than 100 
lives to bad weather, of course; to the fact that water got into the 
between decks; and to "too much top weight." Three automobiles from 
cargo "broke into the sailors' accommodations." 

We know from other t estimony that the Vestri8 left New York with 
an ovt!rload of 200 tons and with a list. The overload was not illegal 
in New York. It would have been illegal in Liverpool. Intimations 
recur that this overload was to be soft pedaled on the ship's log. Ques
tioned by Mr. Digby, counsel for the officers, Mr. Johnson testified as 
follows: 

" Q. Did you understand .from what Mr. Sanderson, former chief offi
cer of the Vestris, told you that your log book must not show that the 
vessel had been loaded below her marks?-A. That is what I under
stood." 

Later Mr. Johnson said, "I knew ·there was going to be trouble about 
the drafts from the b<>ginning." As to the ship's log, Captain Carey 
himself bade Johnson be "careful" what he put into it about the 
overloading. Evidently it was not to be too loudly proclaimed and 
advertised. 

The more this sad and needless loss of life at sea is investigated the 
more apparent it is that our navigation laws need reconsideration. As 
a useful preliminary to that process the Wagner resolution calling for a· 
select committf'e of Sen a tors to collect, collate, and study the evidence 
1 n the case should pat<s at this session of Congress. As things stand 

those who go down to the sea in ships from ports of the United States 
may put their .faith in the prudent management of the shipowners. If 
they put their faith in the law they are deceived. 

HORACE MANN-ADDRESS BY SENATOR WALSH OF MASSACHUSETTS 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to 
have printed in the CoNGRESSIONAL REXX>RD the speech delivered 
by the junior Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. WALSH] on 
May 4. It relates to " Horace Mann, the Founder of the 
Public-School System," and was given on the occasion of the 
dedication of a monument erected to Horace Mann by the 
town of Franklin on the homestead where he was born, in 
Franklin, 1\Iass. This i~ an illuminating, interesting, and 
eloquent address. 

There being no objection, the address was o·rdered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows : 

HOI!.ACE MANN, THE FOUKDER OF THE PUBLIC-SCHOOL SYSTEM 

John Adams, in a letter to Abbe de Mably in 1782, said that he had 
found the key to New England history in four institutions-the towns, 
the churches, the schools, and the mUitia. After reviewing the terms of 
the law in regard to schools, he said, "All the children of the inbabitants, 
the rich as well as the poor, have a right' to go to these schools.'' 

This has b~en the corner stone of our civilization. It has been the 
power that has extended our influence throughout the world. And here 
in Massachusetts we are justly proud, because it was here that the 
American system of common schools originated, and we are doubly proud 
to-day in honoring' the memory of Horace Mann in the community of his 
birth, because he first systematized what had been formerly a general 
plan without for~ or coordination. 

It has been well said that "God sifted the whole nation that he might 
send choice grain out into this wilderness." The New England Puritans 
were as much devoted to education as they were to religion. In every 
community the teacher was the next man in importance to tbe minister, 
and we· are told that among the earlier colonists there could be found 1 
Cambridge graduate for every 250 persons. It was in Boston that the 
first Latin school was established, the earliest educational institution in 
New England, and by 1647 seven similar schools were flourishing on the 
Massachusetts coast. 

In 1636 the General Court founded Harvard College, the oldest Amer
ican seat of higher learning. The first action of the Colony affecting 
general education was in 1641, when the General Court desired " that 
the· elders would make a catechism for the instruction of youths in the 
grounds of religion." Later, and as early as June, 1642, the General 
Court enacted compulsory education and ordered that the selectmen in 
every town should be charged with the responsibUity of educating in 
learning and employment profitable to the State, and especially to assur~ 
the ability to read and understand the principles of religi<ln and the 
capital laws of the country. Here was the basis and the origin of 
that compulsory education which has been the boast of Massachusetts 
and which was gradually adopted in all of the States of the Union. 
It strengthened the arm of every man who later fought for freedom in 
the War of the Revolution and helped to assure an intelligent manage
ment of the new nation when that war succeeded. 

While the act of 1642 made education compulsory, it did not provide 
schools or teachers, which, of course, left it only declaratory of a great 
principle, but on November 11, 1647, the General Court enacted a general 
school law, the first in American history, and ordered that every town
ship which had 50 householders should establish a school and Irulke 
proper provision for the teacher, and that every town that had 100 
families should establish a grammar school, the master of which should 
be able to instruct youth so that they may be fitted for the university. 

All of this legislation was passed upon the theory that it is profit
able to the Commonwealth to diffuse education. In the elementary 
schools established under this act it was only necessary to teach 
reading and writing, so that the great bulk <lf the population received 
no further education. A few fitted for college in the Latin schools 
and still fewer were graduated at Harvard. 

In the beginning it could not be said that these public schools were 
free, because the first planters paid school fees in England and this 
continued in their colonial homes. But step by step this led to the 
establishment of free schools, and the principle of town support grew 
gradv.ally in strength. This result was inevitable, because the poor 
were unable to pay the cost of tuition <lf their children, and the line 
which was necessarily drawn between the poor and rich could not 
long be maintained in a democratic atmosphere. 

The colonists seem to have become more and more impressed with 
the need <>f education, for in 1671 the General Court doubled the pen
alty imposed upon towns having 100 families that failed to support 
a Latin school, and a little later it was again doubled, and in 1683 
provided that every town of more than 500 families should maintain 
two grammar schools and two writing schools. Of course, the French 
and Indian wars, with their attendant loss to the colonies, might have 
been a cause for doubling these penalties, because with the additional 
burden of war some of the towns might have neglected education. For 
a time tbe latter lagged, but when the death of King Philip finally 
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removed the greatest menace to colonial advancement, and there was 
an opening up of new territory, it went forward by leaps and bounds. 

When, in 1780, the constitution of Massachusetts was adopted, it 
made a strong declaration for public education, much stronger than 
can be found in any other State constitution of the period, and was 
followed, in 1789, by a revision and a codification of the school laws. 
This would have been much more effective if the aftermath of the 
American Revolution did not find the country too much exhausted and 
too much distracted with many other things upon which money might 
be expended. It is rather significant that in this period there was a 
let-down in the standards of education. The district-school system was 
established, and there came a division of responsibility· for its main
tenance which, Uke every division of responsibility, led us to the edge 
of chaos. 

In this hour of danger Horace Mann came upon the scene. Born ln 
thls community, of ancestry that was more than ordinarily distinguished, 
his boyhood experience had taught him the most important lesson of 
life--to work. His books were paid for by labor in the making of 
straw hats. He could never remember when he began to work, and he 
had no recollection of any days of recreation. He learned of the ineffi
ciency of the early schools by his attendance at them. He knew the 
weakness of the theory that book-learning suffices for all. He knew 
that for generations the New England Primer had had more of a part 
.in the education of youth than any one thing, except possibly the Bible. 
Its cuts, Bible facts, poetical selections, and biographies were intended 
to impress the minds of the young with the theories of theology, the 
harsh and unbending doctrines that then held sway. He knew some
thing of untrained teachers, and a writer has well said that his teachers 
were good people but bad teachers. 

In his bo-yhood the impressions were made upon his mind which in 
after years directed his course in the great work of education, for he was 
indeed the pioneer in America in the systematizing of its methods and 
the establishment of normal schools or teachers' colleges to provide for 
their proper train In g. 

It seems interesting that he was born in Franklin and lived here in his 
youth, because you all remember what happened in connection with the 
naming of this town. It bears the name of one of the founders of this 
Republic, and it is said that when it was proposed to Doctor Franklin 
that the townspeople would build a steeple to their meetinghouse if he 
would give them a bell he characteristically made reply that he preferred 
sense to sound, and that they should spare themselves the expense of a 
steeple, and that he would make a gift of books instead of a bell. His 
offer having been accepted, he requested Doctor Price, of London, an 
old-time friend, to select 11. list of books to the value of £25, which might 
be the nucleus for the teaching of the principles of sound religion and 
good government, and Horace Mann reports that this little library, which 
was made up mainly of old histories and theologies, well suited to the 
day, was the inspiration of his earlier years. He lived to see the day 
when he himself was a leader in the movement to spread school libraries 
throughout the land. 

He was educated for the law in the neighboring town of Wrentham 
and later at the law school of Litchfield, Conn., and was tor about 10 
years engaged in the successful practice of law. He served in the 
State house of representatives and in the senate, where he became its 
president. His first speech in the legislature was in defense of religious 
liberty, and while it is said that at times he showed illiberality, that 
was symptomatic of the times in which he lived. He made one of the 
first speeches on railroads ever printed in the country. He was deeply 
interested in the welfare of the insane, in a day in which they were 
neglected, and it was owing to his efl'orts that Worcester Hospital for 
the Insane, one of the earliest institutions of the kind in the country, 
was founded. That neglect of the insane was widespread at this time 
is evidenced by the indifference and strong opposition which his 
efforts mPt on every side. 

And then he became the first secretary of the newly established board 
of educat ion, and his hold upon fame became secure. He is known the 
world over as the founder of that form of systematic education that 
now encircles the globe, and he was well fitted for his great task. He 
had been reared on a Massachusetts farm where his earliest lessons 
were those of toil and hardship. He had earned a college education. 
He had 10 years of active experience in public life and had been in 
the forefront of all public movements which meant the advancement 
of humanity. 

At the age of 41 he abandoned his profession and retired from politics, 
because he heard a call of a great opportunity. He saw a chance for 
the improvement of his fellow men and he believed that education was 
the greatest means to that end. Behind it all was the power of moral 
ideas, for , as Mr. Martin puts it, "all subjects for him were shadowed 
by the et ernit ies." He believed he was going forward to the greatest 
work of mankind upon ea rth, and for 12 long years, with meager recom
pense, surmounting the greatest difficulties, he went on undaunted. Up 
and down this Sta te he traveled, organizing and coordinating the work, 
arousing confidence among the laggards and even lighting the torch 
among the most remote and darkened communities. At the conclusion 
of one of his trips he saiU, " With much weariness, with almost un-

bounded anxiety, with some thwartings, but on the whole with unex
pected and extraordinary encouragement; the work is done. That, 
however, is but the beginning. I confess life begins to assume a value 
which I have not felt for five years before." And the work went on 
with renewed vigor. In conference with committees from several sec
tions of the State the groundwork was laid for founding schools for 
teachers. Here was the germ which grew into the establishment of the 
first Massachusetts normal school, a system which is now widespread in 
the training of teachers in State and country. He established a Common 
School Journal, and its first 10 annual volumes show evidences of Mr. 
Mann's editorship. Even to-day its files are eagerly looked for by libra
ries and by students of education. 

The educational revival which his efforts brought to Massachusetts, 
it must be remembered, only came against the bitterest opposition
political, professional, and religious. The first two it is easy to under
stand, but in connection with the third we should remember that 
denominational feelings were strong in those days. Mr. Mann was a 
stanch Unitarian, and there were those who doubted whether the schools 
were safe in his hands. It was feared that the normal schools would 
be filled with Unitarian teachers and that the district libraries which 
he established would contain books which were colored by · his religious 
belief. These fears showed themselves in politics, and he found that 
he must not only go on in his battle for better schools but that he 
must meet the opposition of politicians who catered to fear and 
prejudice. 

I have not the time to review in detail his great work, but I want 
you to note that his efforts did not prevent his visiting other States, 
both to study their methods of education and to lend the friends of 
the cause the aid that his personality alone could give. 

There is a sad side to this story, when one recounts the circumstances 
of his self-sacrifice, taken in connection with his financial condition 
when he assumed the office. He had taken over the financial responsi
bilities of an unfortunate brother. All of Mr. Mann's savings were 
swept away, and he was as absolutely without funds as the unfortu
nate brother himself. He gave up his boarding house, put a bed in a 
room adjoining his office, took care of the room himself, and lived there 
through three full years. 

It was only through the contribution of a generous friend who 
brought about his appointment to office that he was able to maintain 
himself upon his meager resources. So well was this known to the 
people of this State that upon his retirement in 1848 it was proposed 
in the legislature that the State should repay him some part of the 
outlay that he had incurred, and without a single dissenting voice in 
either house he was paid a part of the money that he had spent for the 
public good. His efforts had been given in a great cause, and to me it 
is the most satisfying fact in my public life that it was while I was 
governor I had the honor of leading the movement for free university 
extension education which was then enacted and which has brought the 
benefits of extension education to 37,248 outside the day and night 
schools in 1927 and 293,314 from 1915 to 1927. A writer has well said 
of Mr. Mann that sacrifices like his are incident to the life of any man 
who takes the next generation for his client. 

On February 23, 1848, John Quincy Adams, who bad se.rved this 
Nation as President, dropped at his seat and died in the Speaker's room 
of the House of Representatives at Washington. He was then a Mem
ber of the House and the people of his district turned to Mr. Mann and 
were deaf to his repeated declinations, insis ting that he serve them in 
the National Congress. He at last consented and he entered the 
National House in those stirring days when slavery was in the fore
front as a subject of discussion. Every leading speech that he made in 
the House of Representatives, five in all, was upon the slavery question, 
and they were not mere political speeches, but were the outpourings of 
a great heart which looked upon every man that swelled the tide of 
humanity as his brother. It is said that at the time of their delivery 
his speeches were considered among the bes t of their kind, and history 
has confirmed this opinion. 

In his dedication of his letters and speeches upon slavery to the 
young men of Massachusetts in 1851, he then sounds a clarion call for 
freedom which was almost prophetic. Referring to the alignment of 
those who in that day were attempting to stifle the voices raised in 
opposition to slavery, he said, "It may grieve you to break friendships, 
but truth and duty are your nearest friends " ; and he fm·ther says, 
"Rejoice,' then, though marshaled in the forefront of battle when the 
rights of humanity are in danger and you shall rejoice again and 
forever in their triumph." To-day we have a united Nation. The voice 
of the slave driver is no longer heard in the land, and even his descend
ants join with us in the assertion that all men are truly free and equal. 

I shall not go on to tell you of his canvass for the Governorship of 
Massachusetts or of the six years that he served as president at Antioch 
College, for his claim to fame r ests upon his service to his State and 
to the Nation in the revival of education. That fame is secure. As 
long as our civilization lasts his name will b e symbolic of the public 
school. You can ever be justly proud that he was born here among 
your people. 

• 
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MOTHER'S DAY 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I wish to bring to the attention 
of the Senate some misleading propaganda that affects me per
sonally and which fails to state the facts regarding legislative 
action by Congress. In the last few days a number of my friends 
have sent me newspaper clippings from various papers in and 
out of my State of a misleading and incorrect story as to the 
origin of Mother's Day in America. In part the statement is 
correct and in another part it is incorreet. It is cleverly written, 
and I think purposely circulated in Alabama and elsewhere for 
the purpose of misleading and · deceiving the public as to the 
author of the resolution designating the second Sunday in May 
of each year as Mother's Day and requiring the observance of 
the same. · 
· I desire briefly to state the facts in the matter. Fifteen years 
ago, when I was a Member of the House--to be exact, in 1914-
Miss Anna Jarvis, a very charming, fine Pennsylvania woman, 
was at tile Capitol trying to get some help in having a resolu
tion passed setting apart one particular day_ in the year as 
Mother's Day. Congressman Hampton Moore, a Member of the 
House at that time from Pennsylvania, a very brilliant and able 
Congressman, sent for me and introduced me to Miss Jarvis. 
He totd her that he was sure I would be glad to assist her. 
She told me of her mother's work along the line of her desire to 
establish Mother's Day in America and how she had been -yv-ork
ing to get some one to lead in passing . a resolution and estab
lishing by ·congress and the President the sec9-nd Sunday in 
May as Mother's Day, She requ.ested me. to write and introduce 
the resolution, and I did so. I intr<Xluced the resolution and se
cured its passage through the House, and the able senior Senator 
from Texas [Mr. SHEPPARD] took charge of it at my request and 
secured its passage by the Senate. It was signed by President 
'Vilson May 8, 1914, and he issued the proclamation for its 
observance on May 9, 1914. This propaganda which is being 
·sent into my State as well as other States is very adroitly drawn. 
T!Je first part, which I am about to read, is correct: 

Miss Anna .Jarvis, of Philadelphia, originated the idea of Mother's 
Day, which was observed in Beveral cities in 1910, the custom being 
extended rapidly in the following years. 

Note this next statement: 
Congress in 1913 passed a resolution offered by Congressman J. 

THOMAS HEFLIY, of Alabama (now Senator), recommending observance 
of the day "by its Members" and "by the executive departments at 
Washington." 

There is the misleading and deceptive statement which is 
being circulated in Alabama, the week before l'l1other's Day 
is to be observed. Then follows this statement '!n the same 
article: 

In 1914 Congress authorized the President to designate the second 
Sunday in May of each year as Mother's Day, the first proclamation 
under this authority being issued by President Wilson on May 9, 1914.. 

~ The purpose of that Btatement i.s to confuse and leave the 
public in doubt as to just who is the author of the resolution 
i:r;1 Congress establishing Mother's Day. The statement sug
gests that there was legislation upon the subject twice. That 
is not true. There was no legislation upon the subject except 
that had on my resolution. There was no resolution upon the 
subject except the resolution which I introduced and which 
passed and which I will now read to the Senate: 

The Heflin resolution, designating the second Sunday in May as 
Mothf'..r's Day, was passed by Congress and approved by the President 
May 8, 1914, and reads as follows: 

" Whereas the service rendered the United States by the American 
mother is the greatest source of the country's strength and inspiration; 
and 

" Whereas we honor ourselves and the mothers of America when we 
do anything to give emphasis to the home as the fountainhead of 
the State; and 

" Whereas the American mother is doing so much for the home( the 
moral uplift, and religion, hence so much for good government and 
humanity : Therefore be it 

u Reso~ved, That the President of the United States is hereby author
ized and requested to issue a proclamation calling upou. the Govern
ment officials to display the United States flag on ali Government 
buildings, and the people of the United States to display the flag at 
their homes or other suitable places on the second Sunday in May as a 
public expression of our love and reverence for the mothers of our 
country; and be it further 

u Resolved, That the second Sunday in May shall herea1ter be desig
natetl and known as Mother's Day, and it shall be the duty of the 
President to require its observance as provided for in this resolution." 

Under that authority granted by my resolution, the President, 
on May 9, 1914, issued the following proclamation: 

Whereas by a joint resolution of May 8, 1914, "designating the sec
ond Sunday in May as Mother's Day, and for other purposes," the 
President is authorized and requested to issue a proclamation calling 
upon the Government officials to display the United States :flag on all 
Government buildings, and the people of the United States to display 
the flag at their homes or other suitable p1aces on the second Sunday 
in May as a public expression of our love and reverence for the mothers 
of our country ; and 

Whereas by the said joint resolution it iB made the duty of the 
President to request the observance of the second Sunday in May as 
provided for in the said joint resolution: 

Now, therefore, I, Woodrow Wilson, President of the United States 
of America, by virtue of the authority vested in me by the said joint 
resolution, do hereby direct the Government officials to display the 
United States flag on all Government buildings and do in:vit;e the people 
of the United States to display the flag at their homes or other suitable 
places on the second Sunday in May as a public expression of our love 
and reverence for the mothers of our country. 

In witness whereof I have set my hand and caused the seal of the 
United States to be hereunto affixed. 

Done at the city of Washington this 9th day of May, in the year of 
our Lord 1914, and of the independence of the United States one 
hundred and thirty-eighth. 

By the President: 
WOODROW WILSON, 

WILLIAM JENNINGS BRYAN, 
Secretary of State. 

Printed on the same sheet with my resolution and the Presi
dent's proclamation is this quotation from the Washington 
Herald: 

Sunday is the festival of woman's affections. Mother is the best 
being that God ever made and the Sunday set apart as Mother's Day is 
the best Sunday in all the year. 

Mr. President, it is the duty of President Hoover to' issue a 
proclamation one day this week for the observance of next 
Sunday as Mother's Day. 

CORPORATION PROFITS AND AGRICULTURAL PRICES 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I was very much interested in 
the figures which the Senator from Florida [Mr. FLETCHER] 
caused to be placed in the RECORD. I believe he compared the 
years 1927 and 1928 and showed the increase of profits that had 
accrued to some thirty-odd industries in this country, together 
with a very small number that did not show an increase but 
perhaps a very slight decline, though, of course, such decline 
did not mean the total absence of profit but a decrease in profit. 
I thought that it might be well also to call attention to a fact 
that has not been discussed here during the debate on the · 
farm bill. 

A great deal has been said about the surplus. Of course, that 
means the quantity which we produce which is not neeessary 
for domestic consumption, but, in the sense of the world de
mand and the prices paid, there is actually no such thing as a 
surplus. However, as I come from a region of the country that 
grows one of the great staples-the two principal staples being 
cotton and wheat-! should like to call attention to the ques
tion of surplus, as we understand that term as used here. 

In view of the tremendous profits made by the industries 
enumerated in the article which has been put into the RECORD 
by the Senator from Florida, I should like to call attention to 
certain facts given oy a bulletin of the Alexander Hamilton 
Institute, which, I take it, is a reputable publication dealing 
with industrial, commercial, and financial affairs, giving the 
outlook as well as the facts. 

The writer in the issue of that little bulletin of April 27, 
1929, in speaking of the textile industries gives the following 
figures, whi~h I desire to read into the RECORD: 

All branches of the textile industry, with the exception of silk, were 
more active during the present quarter than a year ago--

That is, the first qqarter of 1929. 
Cotton manufacturers in the South are suffering from labor difficul

ties at the present time, but otherwise conditions in the cotton indus
try so far this year have been favorable. The cotton mills consumed 
9 per cent more raw cotton in March than a year ago, but the 
output-

Thu t is, of manufactured goods-
but the output was not sufficient to meet requirements. Stocks of 
cotton goods in the hands of manufacturers were reduced during March 
while unfil1ed orders increased. Stocks at the end of March amounte<l 
to 345,000,000 yards this year as against 403,000,000 yards last year, 
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a decrease of 14.4 per cent. Unfilled orders amounted to 505,000,000 
yards this year as against 297,000,000 yards last year, an increase of 
70 per cent. 

In other words, we have an increased consumption of the raw 
material by' 9 pe1· cent, and there has been an increase of un
filled orders amounting to 70 per cent, and yet the raw material 
during the first quarter has gone down $15 a bale. 

The facts enumerated by the Alexander Hamilton Institute 
show that there has been an increase of 70 per cent in unexe
cuted orders in the hands of manufacturers, a 9 per cent greater 
consumption than a year ago, with the stocks of the raw cotton 
decreasing every day and exports as great as or greater than 
ever before, and yet the price of the raw cotton in the hands of 
the farmers of the country-who hold probably all of it that 
has not been previously bought and stored in manufacturers' 
warehouses as against their consumption-has declined from 21 
cents to about 17 cents a pound, emphasizing the situation that 
despite the fact that we have no surplus, despite the fact that 
the world demand is unprecedented, the material in the hands of 
the farmer is at the mercy of the organized, capitalized forces 
which consume his products. 

We talk about getting rid of our surplus. All the surplus cot
ton produced in America is gone. The exp·ort orders are either 
consummated and the cotton bought, or it is afloat or in Europe 
or in the Orient. What remains here I dare say would hardly 
more than meet the requirements ·of the domestic mills. We 
have increased our American consumption to where now we 
practically consume 50 per cent of all the cotton produced in 
America. The exports have been enormous, the demand has 
been enormous, and yet the price of the raw material has stead
ily declined. 

That is our problem. We stand here and talk as though the 
business of agriculture were of the same nature and subject to 
the same manner of treatment by legislative action as is indus
try, when we know that from the time the seed is put in the 
gr.ound until it becomes the farmer's finished product there is 
no kind of similarity between natural production and artificial 
production. 

The wheat growers of the West produce almost a billion bush
els of wheat. It takes them 12 months to produce it; they incur 
obligations for 12 months; and then, when it is produced, it 
must be marketed over the succeeding 12 months. The pur
chasers of that wheat, both domestic and foreign, are organized; 
they have ample capital; they are few in number compared to 
the producers; they have resources and reserves sufficient to 
carry--on their business as they see fit; while the producers of 
the wheat have to meet obligations incurred in its production, 
such as taxes, support and upkeep of their plant, and yet they 
are expected to benefit by a tariff put on the commodities pro
duced by them in the same way that others benefit by the tariff 
that is put on industrial commodities. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. CouzF~NS in the chair). 

Does the Senator from South Carolina yield to the Senator 
from Oregon? 

Mr. SMITH. I yield. 
Mr. McNARY. I desire to propound a parliamentary inquiry. 

Under what order of business are we now operating? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The debate which has been 

proceeding is out of order. The order of business is resolu
tions coming over from a preceding <lay. 

Mr. McNAllY. I suggest to the Senator from South Caro
lina, whose observations are always interesting and helpful 
in the solution of the problems before the Senate, that I should 
like to go along in a businesslike way, as prescribed by the 
rules, and then, if we arrive at that situation before 2 o'clock, 
I shall ask unanimous consent that the farm bill may be laid 
before the Senate, so that it may properly be discussed. 

Mr. SMITH. We have a certain latitude of diSCQSSion here. 
It had not been :my intention to inject out of order the remarks 
which I have made, but they were so pertinent to what had 
·been said that I thought it would be opportune to speak at this 
time. Furthermore, there was brought to my mind a point 
which I did not fully develop in what I had to say the other 
day. If agreeable to the Senate, I can, in about 2 minutes, 
conclude the comparison which I wish to make. 

Mr. McNARY. Very well. 
Mr. SMITH. When wheat and cotton are produced, a process 

which takes 12 months, then there is a 12 months' supply 
physically held by the producer, who has got to dispose of it 
in order to meet his obligations. The purchaser of the wheat 
can ofier the producer what he sees fit; and we could put a 
tariff of $5 a bushel on it, if we wanted to, without benefiting 
him one penny unless we were to reinforce him with the bar
gaining power or the ability to meet his obligation outside of 

disposing of his wheat until such time as he could force the 
price to a point where he would be able to take advantage of 
the tariff. 

It really is not academic. It is not a question of debate. 
What good does it do a man or a body of men to give them a 
tariff if they are not financially able and sufficiently organized 
to demand an adequate price? Your experience with wheat 
proves it. We do not need a tariff on cotton, 'f we can get 
some machinery by which the American producer can at least 
demand the cost of production plus a reasonable profit· and 
it is idle for us to stand here and talk about farm relief' until 
we provide a means by which the farmer can at least control 
the sale of that which he produces. He is helpless now because 
his creditors will not allow him to do it; and I have ~·ead you 
figures here to show that, in view of that fact, notwithstanding 
the most wonderful opportunity for cotton to advance--scarce 
stocks, tremendous orders, and increased consumption of the 
raw material-the price has steadily declined. The same thing 
is true of wheat and of every other agricultural product, and 
yet we stand here and talk about setting up some kind of ma
chinery which in the future may or may not help the farmer! 

I do not say that strychnine is a good regular diet, but when 
a man is suffering from heart failure an injection of a certain 
amount of strychnine is necessary to get him stimulated to a 
point where the proper remedies can be applied. You drag the 
farmer down until he is now dying of heart failure, and you 
say, "All right; we have diagnosed his case; it is an acute 
case of heart failure, but we are not going to give him an 
injection. We will just see if he can survive long enough, and 
then perhaps we will experiment with him." That is what you 
are doing. 

AMENDMENT OF THE RULEB--OPEN EXECUTIVE SESSIONS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair lays before tbe Sen
ate a resolution coming over from a previous day, which will be 
stated. 

The Chief Clerk read Senate Resolution 19, submitted by Mr. 
JONES on April 22, 1929. 

Mr. JONES. I ask that the resolution may go over without 
prejudice. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, that order 
will be made. 

CLAIMS OF AMERICAN CITIZENS AGAINST MEXICO 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I have here a copy of a letter 
which I received several months ago, which I thought had been 
included in the RECORD, and I now ask to have that done. 

May I say; that I have received, perhaps, a hundred letters 
recently f~ American citizens in various parts of the United 
States who have sustained great losses in Mexico in the past 
by reason of depredations, losses to life and losses to property. 
A number of the citizens to whom I have referred effected or
ganizations for the purpose of presenting their claims against 
Mexico for damages which they sustained. The letter which 
I a13k to have inserted in the RECORD is written to me by the 
president of one of these associations. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, that order 
will be made. 

The letter iS as follows : 
SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH, January 29, 19Z9. 

In re Mexican claims. 
Senator WILLIAM H. KING, 

Washington, D. 0. 
DEAR Sm: Claimants against Mexico for losses ot lives and property 

during the late insurrections there are losing confidence in the Gov
ernment because of its failure to prosecute the adjudication and pay
ment of their claims. 

The recent hopes created by Ron. Dwight Morrow's appointment are 
vanishing. Little, if anything, has been done for reimbursement of 
actual losses sustained by American citizens through unlawful depre
dations years ago in that country. 

Two claims commissions of three dignitaries each, with secretaries, 
etc., were appointed five years ago under conventions between the 
United States and Mexico, in which both countries agreed to adjudicate 
and pay claims against them in gold coin. Said commissions have met 
and adjourned several times, adjusting a few claims at an exorbitant 
eA.-pense, with no real results, as no claim can be paid before all are 
adjudicated. 

These claimants were invited by the late Pt·esident Porflrio Diaz to 
settle and invest funds in Mexico-the same as President Gil is now 
doing-but when Diaz was banished an<l the natio11al slogan, "Mexico 
for Mexicans, away with the Gt·ingos," was nationally adopted, they 
were robbed, murdered, and finally driven from that country with 
great losses. 
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Upon offic.\al advice these claimants filed claims with our State De

partment 10 to 15 years ago, being promised early settlement. Fol
lowing administrations have repeated these promises, but still no ap
preciable results. Many of these claimants have died ; in the mean
time others are aged, infirm, and many are indigent, living on charity, 
having lost their all in M'exico. 

Under these circumstances they can hardly be blamed f<Jr losing con
fidence in the Government. President Gil has recently suggested a 
compromise settlement of these claims, which certainly should be enter
tained, even at a sacrifice to the claimants. "Better half a loaf than 
no bread at all." 

Hoping something can and will be done in these premises before 
adjournment of this session of Congress, we sincerely pray. 

Very respectfully, . 
THE .AsSOCIATION OF UTAH CLAIMANTS AGAINST MEXICO, 

By I. C. THORESEN, President. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 

A message from the Honse of Representatives by Mr. Halli
gan, one of its clerks, announced that the House had disagreed 
to the amendment of the Senate to the joint resolution (H. J. 
Res. 59) to extend the provisions of Public Resolution No. 92, 
Seventieth Congress, approved February 25, 1929 ; requested a 
conference with the Senate on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses thereon, aDd that Mr. WooD, Mr. CRAMTON, and Mr. 
BYRNS were appointed managers on the part of the House at 
:the conference. 

RELIEF OF FARMERS IN STORM-STRICKEN AREAS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before the Senate the action 
of the House of Representatives disagreeing to the amendment 
of the Senate to the joint resolution (H. J. Res. 59) to extend 
the provisions of Public Resolution No. 92, Seventieth Congress, 
approved February 25, 1929, and requesting a conference with 
the Senate on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses thereon. 

1\Ir. GEORGE. I move that the Senate insist upon its amend
ment, agree to the conference asked by the House, and that the 
Chair appoint the conferees on the part o.f the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the Presiding Officer appointed 
Mr. McNARY, 1\Ir. CAPPER, and Mr. RANSDELL conferees on the 
paTt of the Senate. 

FARM RELIEF 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The morning business is closed. 
1\Ir. McNARY. I ask unanimous consent that the Chair lay 

before the Senate the unfinished business and that it be pro
ceeded with. 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
.Whole, resumed the consideration of the bill ( S. 1) to establish 
a Federal farm board to aid in the orderly marketing, and in 
the control and disposition of the surplus, of aglicultural com
modities in interstate and foreign commerce. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana rose. 
Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a 

quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will call the 

roll. 
The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Senators 

answered to their names : 
Allen Fletcher King 
Ashurst Frazier La Follette 
Barkley George McKellar 
Bingham Gillett McMaster 
Black Glass McNary 
Blaine Glenn Metcalf 
Blease Goff Moses 
Borah Goldsborough Norbeck 
Bratton Greene Norris 
Brookhart Hale Nye 
Broussard Harris Oddie 
Burton Harrison Overman 
Capper Hastings Patterson 
Caraway Hatfield Phipps 
Connally Hawes Pine 
Copeland Hayden Pittman 
Couzens Hebert Ransdell 
Cutting Heflin Reed 
Dale Howell Robinson, .Ark. 
Deneen Johnson Robinson, Ind. 
Dill Jones Sackett 
Edge Kean Schall 
Fess Keyes Sheppard 

Simmons 
Smith 
Smoot 
Steck 
Steiwer 
Swanson 
Thomas, Idaho 
Thomas, Okla. 
Townsend 
Trammell 
Tydings 
Tyson 
Vandenberg 
Wagner 
Walcott 
Walsh, Mass. 
Walsh, Mont. 
Warren 
Waterman 
Watson 
Wheeler 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Ninety Senators having an
swered to their names, a quorum is present. The Senator from 
Indiana is recognized. 

1\lr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Mr. President, yesterday I 
called attention to the message from the late President Wilson 
vetoing the bill passed by Congress for the relief of agriculture 
in 1921. I should like just for a moment now to go back to the 
beginning of the first of President Wilson's two administra
tions, to 1913, when the Underwood-Simmons Act was passed. 

I have before me a record of the yea-and-nay votes in the 
United States Senate on that bill. I shall not take the time of 
the Senate to go into the matter extensively, but I do desire to 
mention two or three of the votes as being typical of all that 
were cast. 

For instance, on August 12 it was proposed to strike out an 
item-paragraph 188--providing for a protective duty on cattle 
to the extent of 10 per cent ad valorem: The roll call shows 
that the Members of this body of Democratic persuasion all 
supported that motion to strike out the !}rovision for a duty of 
10 per cent, all excepting Mr. Thornton, of Louisiana, who voted 
for the tariff. All of the Republicans voted to protect the farm
ers in that schedule. 

A day or two later, perhaps, the same thing happened with 
reference to horses and moles. Then came sheep. Mr. Caprori 
proposed an amendment, that after the numerals " 190" in lieu 
of the words proposed to be stricken out by the committee in 
this body, which was then organized by the Democratic Mem
bers, the following should be in8erted: · 

Sheep under 1 year old, 50 c.ents per bead; 1 year old and over, $1 
per head. 

And again the Republicans all voted for that amendment, 
and the Democrats, with the exception of l\Ir. Thornton, voted 
against it 

Again, with reference to wheat, as the bill came over from 
the House it carried an item of 10 cents per bushel on wheat. 
The Senate committee proposed to strike out that line entirely 
and give no protection whatever. On a roll call, the Democrats 
all, with the exception of Mr. RANSDELL, of Louisiana, and his 
colleague, Mr. Thornton, voted to strike out the item giving 
the farmers, the wheat· growers, 10 cents per bushel protection. 

Then Mr. Gronna, on the Republican side, moved to insert a 
new paragraph providing 6 cents for wheat, and the Democrats 
all voted against that amendment excepting the two whom I · 
have just mentioned, the Republicans voting unanimously for it. 

Mr. President, I shall not take more of the Senate's time in 
reading the results of these various yea-and-nay votes. I men
tion it now to suggest that at the beginning of the last Demo
cratic administration, the only .one in the past 32 years, the 
Members of that party on this floor voted against the American 
farmer, and, at the conclusion, after eight years, the same 
identical thing happened, and I read to the Senate yesterday an 
excerpt from the then President's veto message. 

I would like to tell what the vote was. On February 16, 1921, 
the Senate voted on the passage of H. R. 15275, the emergency 
tariff bill to promote agriculture and for relief for the Ameri
can farmer. Thirty-four Republicans supported the bill; nine 
Democrats. Four Republicans voted against it; 26 Democrats. 
So it was practically unanimously supported by Republicans, 
and very generally, at any rate, to be perfectly fair, opposed 
by Democrats. . 

SubsequP..ntly, in any event, Mr. President, as I pointed out 
yesterday, the Democratic President of the United States vetoed 
the measure, and the veto was greeted by applause from the 
Democratic side. That iB the record. 

Then a Republican President came in on March 4, 1921, and 
almost immediately Congress went into session again, repassed 
the bill, and a Republican President immediately signed it. 
That was a bill providing for duties on agricultural products, 
and that is the law to-day. That is the record throughout 
those eight years of the Democratic Party, which I mention 
now because several Members on the other side, and particularly 
my good friend the senior Senator from Texas [Mr. SHEPPARD] 
and also my good friend the junior Senator from Kentucky 
[Mr. BARKLEY] attempted to tell us how much the Democratic 
Party has done for the farmer, how much it proposed to do, 
and how much it would have done had it been in power; and 
by what I have said here I have not desired to handle this 
matter from a partisan standpoint, but simply to quote :ITom 
the record the fact that the Democratic Party throughout the 
eight years of its control in this body and at the other end of 
the Capitol, and in the executive branch of the Government, · 
opposed relief for the farmer persistently and consistently. 

Mr. WHEELER. .Mr. President, will the Senator yield. 
Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I yield to the Senator from 

Montana. 
Mr. WHEELER. Is that the reason why the fanners have 

had so much prosperity during the last years; because of the 
fact that a Republican Congress and a Republican President 
enacted an emergency tariff law for the benefit of the farmers? 

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Oh, no, Mr. President. That 
matter was gone into yesterday, I suppose in the Senator's ab
sence; and the fact came out that that alone, perhaps, was 
not sufficient; and, perhaps, the tariff alone is not sufficient 
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relief for the Americah fanner, but that has helped, and his 
C!Ondition would have been much worse had it not been for pro
tection that has been afforded by the tariff, and even that was 
not supported by Members on the other side of the Chamber. 

Mr. President, that brings me logically to my concluding 
statement. This is not a political question; it is an economic 
question. Roughly, one-third of our population is asking for 
better living conditions, asking to be placed on the same plane 
with other industries and other people in our great country. 

Since the question of politics bas gotten into it, I mentioned 
these facts in order only that the record might be kept straight. 

Mr. FESS. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. CouZENs in the chair). 

Does the Senator from Indiana yield to the Senator from Ohio? 
Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I yield. 
Mr. FESS. Yesterday it was urged that nothing had been 

done for the farmer, and I interrupted the Senator from Indiana 
to repeat from memory as well as I could the statement of the 
report of the Farm Bureau. If the Senator will permit me, 
I would like to read a statement from that report. I have it 
here. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I would be glad to have it read, 
but I ask the Senator to see that it comes in the RECORD after 
my remarks. 

Mr. FESS. Certainly; it should go in after the Senator's 
remarks. 

:Mr. President, the report of the Farm Bureau from which I 
am about to read was made on April 19, 1923, by Mr. Gray 
Silver, who was then the representative of the American Farm 
Bureau here in Washington and a very distinguished Democrat. 
This is the first paragraph: 

The passing of the Sixty-seventh Congress marks an epoch in the 
undertaking of the American Farm Bureau's national legislative cam
paign. It is not too much to say that the 26 laws passed by that Con
gress, which were initiated or supported by the Farm Bureau, are of far 
more importance to American agriculture than aU the legislation relating 
to agriculture passed since the adoption of our Constitution. 

Then follows in detail this report . specifying the different 
articles. I think the full report oagbt to be printed in the 
RECORD. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I agree with the Senator. 
Mr. FESS. I shall ask to have it printed in the RECORD at 

the conclusion of the Senator's speech. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, leave is 

granted. 
Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Indiana 

yield to the Senator from Kentucky? 
Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I yield. 
Mr. BARKLEY. If the 26 laws referred to by the Senator 

from Ohio have driven the farmer to the desperation which sur
rounds him, what would have happened if the Republicans had 
passed 26 more? 

Mr. FESS. Mr. President~-
Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I yield to the Senator from 

Ohio for the purpose of answering the question of the Senator 
from Kentucky. 

Mr. FESS. The Senator from Kentucky asks a question that 
calls for an opinion. I will place the opinion of the American 
Farm Bureau alongside his own. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Will the Senator tell us what the position 
of Mr. Gray Silver is with reference to the pending legislation? 

l\Ir. FESS. I have not consulted him. 
Mr. BARKLEY. I have, and I will say that be is not en

thusiastic over tht\ proposal that is sponsored by the administra
tion. He bas suggested a different kind of measure himself. 

Mr. FESS. Does the Senator accept the judgment of Mr. 
Gray Silver? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Not necessarily, though I have a high re
gard for him; but the Senator was reading from a statement 
made by Mr. Silver six years ago. I thought it might be inter
esting to know that he now has taken a p·osition with reference 
to the pending legislation. 

Mr. FESS. I assumed that if his judgment were good now 
it was good six years ago. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. Silver testified before the Committee on 
Agriculture, and not only gave his views with reference to the 
pending bill, but made suggestions on his own initiative as to 
what he thought ought to be done. 

Mr. BROOKHART. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I yield. 
Mr. BROOKHART. I want to call attention to the fact that 

this l\fr. Gray Silver, who got all of these 26 beneficent laws for 
the benefit of agriculture passed, got the farmers into all this 
trouble, among other things, and then bragged !lbout his good 

judgment, is the same M"r. Gray Silver who again appeared 
before the Committee on Agriculture at this session asking for 
relief for agriculture. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Mr. President, the question of 
farm relief was an issue in the last campa-ign; there is no ques
tion about that. Everyone concedes it, I think. The people .of 
the country have answered the question that was put to them on 
that issue. They answered emphatically in favor o-f Herbert 
Hoover and the plan recommended by him in his various cam
paign utterances, and the pian that was suggested in the Repub
lican platform. 

Forty out of the 48 States of the Union cast their electoral 
votes for Herbert Hoover. In my judgment the bill that has 
been passed recently by the House embodies the various provi
sions of the plan for farm relief suggested by the Republican 
platform and by Herbert Hoover in his campaign utterances. 
The Senate bill does the same thing, I think, with the exception 
of the debenture provision that is contained therein. That was 
no part of the Republican plan as contained in the Republican 
platform at Kansas City, and it was no part of the plan advo
cated by Herbert Hoover during the campaign. 

If it be true that the plan now before the Senate, with the 
exception of the debenture provision, the plan broadly that has 
been incorporated into the bill which has recently passed the 
House, is the plan proposed and favored by Herbert Hoover, 
who is now President of the United States, then it seems to me 
logically that the people of America expect the Congress to pass 
that bill and make it the law and give it a chance to bring 
about the relief that is so fervently desired by all. 

As prominent an authority as Governor Lowden takes the 
same view. A few days ago Mr. Lowden was quoted as having 
used the following words : 

Mr. Hoover in the campaign last fall stated clearly and unequivocally 
his opposition to the principle of the equalization fee as well as to the 
principle of the debenture plan. He was elected by a substantial ma
jot·ity. The country therefore authorized him to proceed with his own 
agricultural program. That program was outlined not only in his 
speeches but more fully in his recent message to Congress. It is to be 
assumed that upon an issue so clearly decided by the election Congress 
will support the President. It then becomes the duty of all sincere 
friends of farm relief to cooperate with the administration in giving 
effect to its program. If it later should appear that this program was 
inadequate, the President indicated in his message that the way is open 
for further action. 

Those are the words of 1\Ir. Hoover's principal opponent in 
the last preconvention campaign. May I say further that this 
is the opponent who took a directly opposite view on the ques
tion of farm relief from that which was held by Herbert 
Hoover, and this great American statesman sees plainly, as I 
think the country sees, that the people desire Mr. Hoover's plan 
to be given a chance to be tried out, and then if in the end it 
should not prove to be adequate it can be amended at succeed
ing sessions of Congress. 

Here is the opinion of another great American farmer to 
which I attach much weight. It comes from Mr. l\fark W. 
Woods, of Lincoln, Nebr. If ever anyone favored the equaliza
tion fee and that plan of farm relief, it was Mr. Woods. I have 
had the pleasure of talking to him many times on the question, 
and always he was emphatically stating his belief in that 
principle of farm relief. It may be well to state at this time 
also that Mr. Woods, as I understood it, was one of the promi
nent supporters of Mr. Lowden. He was quoted in the Wash
ington Star of 1\Iay 26. I shall read the entire article, because 
it is· brief : 

While we are considering the farm problem of surplus crops we n eed 
to remember the story of Joseph and the seven years of famine, as de
scribed in Holy Writ. 

Living from hand to mouth appears always to have been a specialty 
of the Far East. Egypt, Palestine, and the countries of Asia Minor, 
India, and China have always lived with the specter of famine staring 
them in the face. 

It would be the same in Europe and Americ:l if there were no surpluses 
carried over as reserves. Suppose that we could control production 
so nicely that surpluses were not produced and that we consumed each 
year what was produced. We would then be in the same position as 
the people living in the hand-to-mouth countries. 

If this is true a certain surplus is necessary as insurance against 
famine. This is in the case of wheat somewhere around 500,000,000 
bushels of 3,500,000,000 world production, counting Russia out for the 
present. 

That reserve is not carried in the interest of the producer as such, 
but in the interest of the wheat centet·s of the world. 

Some plan should be devised by which it can be carried so as not" to 
injure the man who produces it. That is one sound reason why we 
step in as a nation and enact measu1·es to enable the i'armcrs' organi-
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zations to carry this surplus with as little damage to the ·price of the 
balance of their crop as is possible. 

I place special emphasis on the following words of Mr. 
Woods: 

I believe that the legislation that bas been passed by the House of 
Representatives is a long step in this direction. It leaves the business 
of agriculture where it belongs-in the hands and under the control of 
the farm,ers. It provides for carrying over and disposing of surpluses 
without so seriously affecting the price of the part of the crop required 
for current needs. It offers no subsidy, direct or indirect. In doing 
this we are only treating the producer fairly and looking after the needs 
of the consumer. 

So there are two great agricultural authorities supporting the 
view which I entertain myself, that the country expects the 
Congress to follow the lead of Herbert Hoover with reference 
to farm relief, and this I trust will be done. 

Mr. NORBECK. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Certainly. 
Mr. NORBECK. I notice that in quoting Governor Lowden 

the Senator did not quote anything to the effect that the pro
posed measure would materially relieve the farmer. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Mr. Lowden insists that the 
country has given Congress a mandate to put the plan into 
effect. 

Mr. NORBECK. Does that mean regardless of the welfare of 
the farmer? 

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. No. I am saying to the Senator 
from South Dakota that the farmers generally and the farmers 
in his own State supported Mr. Hoover and Mr. Hoover's views 
on farm relief. 

Mr. NORBECK. Sop1e on the prohibition question and some 
on the religious question. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Yes; many on the farni ques
tion. I say to the Senator from South Dakota that in my 
opinion the farmers in his own State expect Herbert Hoover's 
plan of farm 1·elief to be adopted by the Congress, and in my 
opinion they will expect the Senator, my good friend from South 
Dakota, to assist in putting that plan into effect. 

:Mr. NORBECK. That simply shows the Senator from Indi
ana is not well informed as to South Dakota. 

Mr. ROlliNSON of Indiana. That may be true, but I have 
the returns from South Dakota only six months ago, and the 
returns of six months ago indicated that South Dakota was 
pretty strongly in favor of Herbert Hoover and Herbert Hoover's 
plan for farm relief. 

Mr. NORBEOK. As against AI Smith. 
Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Mr. President, I have nothing 

further to say at this time. I hope the proposed legislation will 
be enacted into law promptly. Time is of the essence. I wish 
we could vote on it quickly, pass the bill as favored by the . 
President and by the same token by the people of the country, to 
tlle end that there may soon come a happier and more prosperous 
day for the American farmer. 

I ask unanimous consent to have inserted in the RECORD an 
article prepared by Mr. John G. Brown, of Indiana, a prominent 
agriculturist of Indiana. 

There being no objection, the matter referred to was ordered 
to be printed in the RECORD, as follows : 

The operation of a debenture plan will not accomplish the purpose 
claimed by the proponents but. may work a hardship on both the pro-
ducer and consumer in the end. · 

In order for the debenture plan to be operative the product must be 
exported. It would not be put in operation until the price decline 
would be below what the producer should receive. At such time it 
would not be known what caused the price decline. Oftentimes it 
would be caused by seasonal marketing or a bear influence on the market 
by gamblers and speculators. At such times there may not be an 
amount in excess of domestic requirements. To operate the debenture 
plan at such times would remove !rom the country products that may 
be needed later to supply the domestic requirements, and because of such 
removal before another crop could be produced, and the shortage natu
rally caused by such removal, the price may raise to a very high level 
at tbe end of the year, at a time that a very small per cent of the 
product would be in the hands of the Ametican producers and would 
naturally cause a very high price to the consumers, and, further, may 
cause the importation of the product over the tariff wall, which would 
be to the expense of the American farmer and the consuming public. 

In the operation of the debenture pJan what assurance would the 
American farmer have of getting the benefit of the debenture or the 
part to which he would be entitled? The broker that banules it would 
get his share; the exporter would evidently get his share; and the local 
grain dealer would evidently try to get a share. The farmer would be 
the last to come in and muy get a small part of it, but in any event 
the Government would lose the full amount of the debenture. 

Many times we have price declines· that seriously affect the market, 
caused by various- reasons, when we do not have an exportable surplus. 
Under the operation of a Federal farm board with commodity stabiliza-· 
tion corporations they could enter the market at such time as the price 
decline would affect the price to the point that they decided that the 
producer was not getting what he is entitled to-the same as they would 
to enforce the debenture plan-and remove from the market channels a 
sufficient amount of the product to influence the price raise-the same 
as would be the object of the debenture plan-but the product would be 
for distribution at such times as it -would be needed for domestic 
requirement. 

Should there be evidence at the end of the year of an exportable sur
plus, the board could make such disposition of the surplus as it deemed 
advisable by carrying over a part or sell in export. Should there be a 
loss in so doing, it would not be likely that it would cost the Govern
ment as much to stand the loss out of the revolving fund as it would 
to operate the debenture plan. The American producer and the Ameri
can consumer would be assured of a stabilized price for both the raw 
material and the finished product. 

Mr. FESS asked and obtained unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD, following the speech of Mr. ROBINSON of 
Indiana, the report of the American Farm Bureau, dated April 
19, 1923, which is as follows: 
[From the American Farm Bureau Weekly News Letter, April 19, 1923] 

THE FARM BUREAU IN WASHINGTO~ 

(Presented here is the main body of the report made by Gray Silver, 
Washington representative of the Farm Bureau, to the executive com
mittee. It details at length not only legislative accomplishments but 
further legislative needs. It sums up the Farm Bureau Washington 
program.) 

Tile passing of the Sixty-seTenth Congress marks an epoch in the 
undertaking of the American Farm Bureau's national legislative cam
paign. It is not too much to say that the 26 laws passed by that 
Congress, which were initiated or supported by the Farm Bureau, are 
of far more importance to American agriculture than all the legisla
tion relating to agriculture passed since the adoption of our Consti· 
tution. 

In that Congress-thanks to the formation of the loyal and fearless 
farm bloc-farmers ceased to be helpless supplicants at the council of 
our National Congress, and, by organization, became one of the 
influential forces in national law making. In a few months they 
secured legislation that bad been bandied about in Congress without 
serious consideration for from 7 to 21 years ; and the ruses of 
legislative deception and procrastination were exposed and overcome. 

When the American Farm Bureau Federation undertook a Federal 
legislative program and established this office to promote legiRlatiou 
in conformity with it, its general objective was the attainment of 
laws that would help to bring about a fairer relation of the distribu
tion of rewards among the ,various groups in industrial activities that 
make up the national ·whole. We were convinced that agriculture for 
a variety of reasons bad long been deprived of a square deal in e'he 
exchange of its prpducts for those of other industries. 

We foresaw there were three ways in which Federal laws could 
contribute to equitable exchanges of products between agriculture and 
other industries, namely : 

First. Legislation that would help the farmer to be a free seller 
on even terms with the buyer through agencies of his own creation 
or choice. 

Second. Regulatory legislation that would curb unfair practices in 
manufacture and trade, which have operated to the disadvantage of 
the farmer as well as the general public. 

Third. Legislation that would tend to reduce the farmers' cost of 
production, processing, standardizing, and distributing. 

COOPERATIVE MARKETING FUNDAMENTAL 

It appeared to us that full freedom of cooperative marketing in 
interstate commerce was the indispensable foundation of intelligent 
and orderly marketing of farm products. For it is only through 
cooperative marketing that the highly individualized and decentralized 
business of producing agricultural products can become centralized 
and massed in selling. There are as many independent agricultural 
producers as there are farmers. In other industries progressive con
solidations and procedure of like effect have reduced or limited the 
independent producing units to tens and hundreds, compared with 
agriculture's 6,000,000. So our first great effort was to secure en
actment of the Capper-Volstead cooperative marketing law. This was 
a thorny task, because it involved the line of demarcation between 
legalized business and that forbidden by the antitrust laws. These 
laws have been popularly accepted as a sort of fortress protecting_ the 
rights of the little fellow against the great and predatory interests. 
Yet, those laws so operated that farmers cooperatively operating petty 
milk routes could be, and were, arrested and thrown into jail. 

There was much sincere opposition to the Capper-Volstead Jaw, 
based on a fear of a monopolistic restriction of food supplies and still 
more on the selfish opposition of established commereial organizations 
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which were determined to maintain their profitable exploitation of the 
farmers' trade. In the end we carried the day and cooperative selling 
associations were authodzed and legalized. 

NEED OF CREDIT SYSTEM 

We lacked credit facilities, standardization of products, adequate 
warehouses, grading, inspection, and warehouse certification, which are 
necessary to the utilization of credit. Such credit as we had was not 
adapted to the periods of turnovers of our business, and we had to 
compete with other borrowers for the favor of bankers who, naturally, 
preferred the short-turnover mercantile credit business to ours. Our 
banking system was wholly lacking in a department chiefly devoted to 
dealing in rural credits. We had no direct channels to the great credit 
reservoirs, the investment funds of the Nation. Our credit was limited 
and mostly local. When the local bank was "loaned up," as it fre
quently was, there was often no other source of credit to which the 
farmer could turn. Moreover, the banks limited a farmer's credit to 
his net worth instead or measuring it according to the volume of his 
turnover, which latter is the general custom in business. What was 
needed wa8 a financial agency, functioning locally and nationally, that 
would mass and ot·ganize the collective credit of farmers, reduce it to 
concrete merchantable foi'm, and sell it to investors; a method by which 
farm production could be turned into a liquid asset and frozen credits 
be eliminated and forgotten. 

Such an agency might have been provided by the bankers, but they 
did not see fit to do it. It might have been established by the farm
ers themselves if some organizing genius bad been able to put them into 
the banking business on a huge scale; but at best that would have been 
a tedious and difficult job. 

The only alternative way of creating a national organization-for 
such agency must be national in scope--was to appeal to Congress to 
provide for agriculture a rural credit system, as it did many years ago 
tnr industry and commerce when it established the Federal reserve 
sy:;tem, and later on for farm-mortgage credits when it created the 
Farm Loan Board and the Federal land banks. 

So we sought to establish the financial machinery that would make 
cooperative marketing real and not merely possible. Again, after a 
long, hard struggle, in which we had to fight blind conservatism, 
though usually well-meaning and the selfish interests that found their 
undue pl'Ofits in the farmers' financial helplessness and dependence, we 
won; and the great rural credits bill was written into the laws of the 
Nation. Within two or three months it will be functioning, ·and its 
usefulness and success depend entirely upon how well we organize and 
cooperate to make these new laws serve us. 

A $600,000,000 FAIIM BANK 

The Federal Government underwrites the new banking system with 
$60,000,000 of working capital (which is ultimately to be repaid), and 
it is authorized to issue its debentures secured by farm paper to the 
extent of $600,000,000, making a total available loan fund, if needed, 
of $660,000,000. 

The new system is drafted on sound and conservative lines-as sound 
as those of any bank in·the world. It does not attempt to make some
thing out of nothing or to create credit where there is no foundation 
for it ; does not inaugurate any era of cheap and easy money for the 
farmer. There is not a dollar of inflation in it, for it makes loans only 
on actual production. It makes farm operating credits dependable, 
regular, and liquid, with certainty at maturity. 

Thel'e are very few merchants in this country who could last long 
or do much business if they had to purchase their goods with cash in 
hand or with credit that would not cover the pet·iod of the turnover. 
Either they get sufficient time from the manufacturers (who in return 
get it from the banks) or else they borrow from their own banks sufficient 
funds to pay for the goods and carry on business until they have 
been sold. In doing so they are pet·mitted to market their goods in an 
orderly way. They are not compelled to put on forced sales every 
time they receive a consignment of merchandise, which is just what 
the farmer has hitherto been forced to do. Either be had no credit 
and was forced to sell his Cl'ops to get money the moment they were 
ready, or. if he did have ct·edit, it usually matured before or with his 
products and it was absolutely impossible for him to dispose of them in 
an orderly way. In fact, it compelled him to dump his products on 
the mat·kets with results often as disastrous to the country at large 
as to himself. His credit perhaps enabled him to make a crop, but it 
became an oppressor when it compelled him to sell in haste and witho•1t 
judgment. He was not a free agent, whereas everybody he did business 
with, including the banker, was free and supported by organization. 

A COMPANION MEASURE 

Related and equally important to the basic legislation of cooperation 
and rural intermediate credits are such laws as that amending the 
warehouse act so that It includes all agricultural products and all 
proper wa.l'ehouses. This will eventually lead to the standardization 
of our warehousing system and the establishment of a definite credit 
value for warehouse receipts. It should also be noted that the original 
farm-loan system was amended in a number of particulars, · such as 
increasing the individual farm-loan limit from $10,000 to $25,000, 

extending the working capital by $25,000,000, and authorizing the 
maximum rate of interest on Federal farm-loan bonds to 5% per cent, 
so as to make them more marketable in a tight money market. 

Also to be mentioned here is the revival and extension of the War 
Finance Corporation, by which farmers' cooperative societies were first 
recognized as business entities and which came to the relief .of agricul
ture in the trying year of 1921 and has since extend-ed $300,000,000 of 
credit to agricultural operations. While it was an administrative 
rather than a legislative measure, credits should be given to the Farm 
Loan Board for rapidly expanding the volume of farm-loan bonds and 
consequently providing an immense additional amount of farm invest
ment capital. 

So far-thanks to the constructive action of our friends in Congress
we farmers are at last fully equipped to do business in the modern 
business world in the modern way. 

We have the right to mass our products so that we become a factor 
in the business world on a scale commensurate with our productive 
capacity and the demands upon it. The cooperative marketing law 
gave tbat to us. 

We have the machinery and the capital for the mobilization of our 
credit so that credit will be provided automatically according to our 
needs and eur collateral. The rural credit and warehousing laws gave 
that to us. 

Between the two of them we have converted, or, at least, cleared 
the way for the conversion of, an unorganized gl'oup of 6,000,000 farm
ers blindly and 'distinctively competing with each other into a disci
plined industry, which will serve the public with regularity and cer
tainty and at the same time enabled to secure adequate and just 
rewards for itself. 

FAnMEBS GET CON'DROL OF THEfR AFFAIRS 

It is important to note that with these instrumentalities the farmer 
no longer gives up ownership and control of his products in order to 
get credit, as he did under the old system, or as he would under the 
various proposed schemes of Government price fixing. 

Nothing like it was dreamed of five years ago. Its possibilities for 
good are enormous. Th~y include the regeneration of the American 
countryside. They take agriculture out of the lame, dependent, beg
ging classification of industry and put it into a sound, self-respecting, 
independent classification. Never before has such far-reaching, beneficial 
legislation ever been secured within such a s.hort time. We are perhaps 
too near this historic scene to fully appreciate what it means. 

BATTLE ONLY HALF WON 

Nevertheless we must not forget that the battle is only half won. 
We now have liberty of marketing and the machinery of its realization 
in the right to cooperate and the rural credit banking organization. 
Yet neither of these deals fundamentally with the problem of farm 
costs, though both have ameliorative effect on it. And we have not 
yet secured all of the needed regulatory legislation that will police 
our rights. 

In bringing this revolution about we have built up an organization 
in and out of Congress that gives us great power for further good and 
for the completion of our great task. Without faltering or idling or 
pausing to rest on our laurels we must strike while the iron is bot and 
go on to the completion of the other part of our program, namely, the 
enactment of regulatory laws and the reduction of agricultural cost 
factors, many of these being found in the field in which we buy our 
supplies essential for production. One of the present and pressing 
forms in which the work of reducing the farm cost factor presents itself 
in connection with Federal legislation is in the Muscle Shoals or otner 
water power and its utilization. 

REDUCTION OF . PRODUcTION COSTS 

The Muscle Shoals pt·oject is to be the test case, so to speak, of the 
application of the fundam~ntal thought that the question of mechanical 
power lies at the root of farm costs-and also of farm comfort and 
well-being. And the basic idea in solving the problem, graphically illus
trated in the Henry Ford proposition, is to get rid of the crush!ng 
interest charge which is the chief part of power cost ; and such a large 
factor in the cost of all the products of mechanically applied power. 
Unnecessary interest charges on invested capital in power plants is the 
dead hand of the present and past that holds in its rigid grasp the 
prosperity and happiness of the future, The nub of the Ford proposi
tion is to apply earnings from the Muscle Shoals power utilization to 
amortize--that is, gradually pay off-the original cost of the improve
ment. After a certain number of years the Government's investment 
will be repaid and the Muscle Shoals industry will not have to reckon 
with the crushing burden of interest charges on capital that refuses 
to be paid off. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF MUSCLE SHOALS 

Muscle Shoals is only a step--the first step in the solution of the 
great power pt·oblem, but it is supremely important, because if we suc
ceed in our advocacy of the Ford tender we shall have established a 
ruling precedent for the future utilization of water-power development 
on the plan of paying off and then charging off forever the original 
improvement costs, with no chance of their continuation through melon-
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cutting stock dividends, improvement bonds, etc. If we fail here interest 
will grip and hold indefinitely all of the great water power -the 
Government still controls, and our children's children will be paying 
interest on capital investments on every stream in the land long after 
such investments have in equity been paid off. This principle is now 
asked in the development of the Colorado River, with 5,000,000 poten
tial horsepower; in the huge Columbia River Basin irrigation project, 
and all together, eventually, to perhaps 50,000,000 water horsepower 
without the building of storage works; and perhaps 200,000,000 horse
power with a universal system of storage. To wipe out inte-rest charges 
on 50,000,000 horsepower means at least $1,000,000,000 of annual 
savings in interest charge alone and of $4,000,000,000 on the potential 
power development of America .. 

Moreover, so original costs are always pyram'ided, that is, included 
in interest and profit computations again and again in each step on 
the way from the producer to the consumer, the wiping out of an 
interest charge of $1,000,000,000 means perhaps as much more by the 
time the bill gets to the consumer for the commodities made by the 
power. All UJ.e industries of the United States would use, if electri
fied, some 31,000,000 horsepower, and if all the present railroads were 
electrified, tMy would not use to exceed 14,000,000 horsepower. 

Not only does cheap power mean cheaper products for all people, 
but it means cheap power on the farm for the manufacturing of farm 
products. Labor costs per man are bound to mount higher- and higher 
in this country, and the only relief-and at the same time a most 
desirable thing in itself-is to be found in reducing labor costs ~r 
pound or -bushel of production. That means that man power niust be 
supplemented and multiplied in every possible way by mechanical 
power as the ideal power. There are almost no limits to which electric 
power can ultimtately be transmitted. Farmers residing hundr-eds of 
miles from hydroelectric power plants will have their power in that 
form. 

POWER IS CIVILIZATION 

It Is hardly possible here even to sketch the results that IJ1ay be 
expected from the development of electrochemistry. Electric furnaces, 
-the handmaidens of chemistry, are ope-rated by cheap water-power cur
rent first as a sort of object lesson at Muscle Shoals, and then, wherever 
there are available powers, will give us new steel-produeing centers, 
new shipping bases, and will do away with the phantom freight we 
now pay for on our steel products that do not come from Pittsburgh. 
Closely associated with the electric-power and fertilizer production are 
the great fields of organic chemistry, with its multitudes of products-
from dyes and perfumes to fertilizer and explosives. 

HIGHER AND HAPPIER FARM LIFE 

Mechanically applied power affects not only the very important mat
ter of lower money costs, as well as meaning more money and IJllOre 
of the material and resthetic good things of life, but also the equally 
important matter--especially to the farm woman~f lowered effort 
costs, of less drudgery, deadening fatigue, monotonous toil, aching 
muscles, stiff joints, and stale and fatigued minds, and of more leisure, 
more joy of living, more mental alertness·, and more play of human 
intelligence. 

Electricity at $10 or less per hor-sepower per year will carry the 
water from! the spring or well to the home and to the barn ; will milk 
-the cows ; will wash the clothes and iron them ; will sweep the house ; 
·will do away with the necessity of filling, trimming, and washing kero
sene lamps ; will replace the boy at the woodpile ; will substitute the 
electric cookstove, with its automatic control, for the wood or coal 
stove, and thereby remove the necessity for frequent sweeping and 
scrubbing to remove wood and coal soil fr-om the :floors. The electric 
refrigerator will come to the farm home and provide not only storage 
but also abundant ice ready for use, and will be found also in the farm 
dairy. Moreover, electricity will grind feed, shell corn, run the cream 
separator and the churn, cool and heat the house, and, in fact, enable 
the use of labor-saving devices and comfort-making equipment which 
will eliminate most of the drudgery of farm borne life. 

Once the principle of wiping out the de.ad burden of unnecessary 
perpetual interest charges is established, it rna~ be applied in other 
processes than in the development of hydroelectric power. The steam 
electric power of the future will be developed at the coal mines, and 
we will haul weightless electricity on wire cables instead of heavy and 
bulky coal jn lumbering gondolas on costly railroads, thereby greatly 
reducing railroad rates. Such power will take care of the regions that 
have not enough water power to meet their needs. There are still im
mense areas of coal land and oil deposits in the public domain. The 
principle of amortization can and will be a-pplied to these central power 
stations. 

Besides railway electrification and reduction of railway rates in other 
ways farmers ru:e interested in the development of inland water trans
porta tion a,nd of public highways. Our greatest farm areas are far 
from the sea, and so our exported products have to stand a heavy toll 
before they are on ship board. Such projects as the canalized Mis
sissippi and the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence waterway have the effect of 
bringing the ocean cost lines into the Mississippi Valley. So such 
projects are embraced in our program of the conquest of exce-ssive cost. 

A NEW TARIFF ERA 

Another legislative element in farm production costs is the tariff. 
In this country the historical tendency of tariff legislation bas been to 
place an _unfair burden on the farmer. This will continue to be so 
until the tariffs are imposed on business principles and in a sc~entific 
manner. Our greatest contribution to tarjff legislation was the inclu
sion in the tariff law of- 1922 of the so-called flexible tariff provision, 
which makes it possible for the President and the Tariff Commission to 
revise schedules within certain limitations in order to make them con
formable to the facts. This is the beginning of a scientific, economic, 
and nonpolitical tariff system, which will make our customs duties a 
help jnstead of a hindrance to our prosperity and will take the tariff 
out of the bog of misrepresentations and lies in which it has been so 
long immersed. 

Of course, the de-marking line between legislation that is prim<uily 
emancipatory or financial and that bearing on farm production costs 
can not always be closely drawn. And while we have been up to trus 
time cbie:fiy concentrating our energies on orderly marketing and creuit 
matters as such, they, of course, have a cost factor side. On the other 
band, much of the legislation that we have accomplished already is 
primarily cost factor legislation. Included in it is the good-roads law 
with its effect of making hundreds of millions of dollars of Federal 
money applicable to the building of farm-to-market roads. One of the 
hardest fights in the ·Sixty-seventh Congress was to prevent the _reduc
tion of the surtaxes in the income tax law, below a maximum of 50 
per cent. It was proposed to reduce the maximum to about half, which 
would have resulted in the shifting of the burden of taxation from the 
large incomes best able to pay it to the rest of the population, including 
farmers. 

REGULATORY AND PROTECTIVE LAWS 

Among the acts of Congress put on the Jaw books during_ the past 
two years is the packer control law, which places the activities of the 
packer and stockyard operators under the supervision Of the Federal 
Government. The principle of this law recognized the value and 
efficiency of large consolidations of capital, but at the same time pro
vides and relies on regulation where competition is avoided, which 
protects the public interests from unfair practices and uncurbed profits. 

A similar act puts the grain exchanges und€r the supervision of the 
Department of Agriculture for the purpose of preventing injurious specu
lation in the great cereal food products of the Nation. An important 
feature of this law is the provision for the admission of fflrmers' cooper
ative organizations to membership in grain exchanges. 

The third measure of a regulatory cha~acter enacted by the Sixty
seventh Congress is the law prohibiting the manufacture and sale of 
filled milk. This prevents the dairy industry from being forced into 
unfair c6mpetition with a milk product from which the butter content 
has been removed and replaced by an inferior vegetable oil compound. 
It also saves in condensed or e>aporated milk vitamines-vital food 
qualities--essential to the health and growth of children. All three of 
these- measures can be classed as in public interest as well as of benefit 
to the farmer. 

A measure falling In this category, which at the same time has a 
bearing on production-cost factors, is the truth in fabric bill, which has 
not yet become law. All the processes which deceitfully substitute 
other products for farm products or adulterate them are contributory to 
the farmers' costs, because they tend to limit his market and tbe.refore 
make production costs higher for what be does market. 

SUMMING UP 

I might mention a number of other acts and proposed measures that 
fall into one or all of the three main departments of our program, but 
this is not a catalogue of effected or proposed legislation. I am here 
merely making a general report that is aimed at driving home to our 
people the three big ideas of (1) what we set out to do, (2) what has 
been aceomplished, and (3) what remains to be done to round out the 
pro'gram. 

To- sum up: 
First. We have achieved the authorization of cooperative marketing, 

with its big implications of order, foresight, prudence, and adaptability 
in marketing. It gives us the strength of massed millions and arms 
us for the contests of the markets with the same modern big-business 
methods. that our buyer-s use. It converts the weakness of millions of 
competing farmers into the strength of millions cooperating. 

Second. We have brought about the financial emancipation of the 
farmer and equipped him with one of the greatest banking institutions 
in the world through the general rural credits law. The American 
farmer now stands on a level with all other business men in his credit 
facilities. He has his own credit bank, adapted to his peculiar needs. 
And it serv-es him as other business men are· served by their banks
according to their business turnover or maturities. 

Third. We have secured the enactment of several laws of the greatest 
value in defending farmers and the general public from those inimical 
practices and selfish explo-itations by the predatory interests that it 
seems was impossible to cure without legislation ; but others are 
necessary. 
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Fourth. We have made a start in the direction of legislation affecting 

the lowering of farm costs in what we buy; but that is a field that 
remains largely with the future. The first part of it is to establish 
through the adoption of the Henry Ford I\Iuscle Shoals plan the prin
ciple of amortization of capital costs in hydroelectric power develop
ment. That means cheap and abundant fertilizing materials for farms 
thal: need them more and more; cheaper commodities of other kinds; 
eventually the reduction of operating costs on the farm and putting 
farm life on a much higher plane of comfort, knowledge, and general 
living than at present. 

To realize the rest of our program and consolidate and guard what 
we have won requires a continuation of whole-hearted support behind 
us at Washington. I personally desire to acknowledge my debt of grati
tude and say no man has ever been more loyally supported than I have, 
and this same loyalty has made possible the present accomplishments. 
If we continue to have this support with the growth of our organization 
both in our service and commodity sides we shall win to the end as 
surely as we have won this far. 

A PATRIOTIC ENTERPRISE 

I like to think of the work of the Farm .Bureau Federation as a na
tional undertaking, as a national blessing. I honestly believe that by 
giving agriculture new hope and new vigor we are regenerating the 
Republic. Our work restores the fair trade balance between the country 
and city and they prosper together. But most important, perhaps, from 
a national point of view, is the putting of agriculture on firm business 
foundations and improving the standards of farm life and thereby in
sut·ing the perpetuity of a strong and happy rural population in America. 
The country will forever feed the city ; and the sort of people the 
country sends to the city determines the kind of a city life we are to 
have. So in reviving and invigorating American farm life we are re
generating and preserving the Nation. Therefore our watchword should 
be organization and service. 

Mr. WHEELER obtained the fioor. 
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, I suggest the absence 

of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative derk called the roll, and the following Senators. 

answered to their names : 

!~~~~rst ~{~~~r f!nlonette 
Barkley George McKellar 
Bingham Gillett McMaster 

::~c:e 8f!~ tf~~J 
Blease Goff Moses 
Borah Goldsborough Norbeck 
Bratton Greene Norris 
Brookhart Hale Nye 
Broussard Harris Oddie 
Burton Harrison Overman 
Capper Hastings Patterson 
Caraway Hatfield Phipps 
Connally Hawes Pine 
Copeland Hayden Pittman 
Couzens Hebert Ransdell 
Cutting Heflin Reed 
Dale Howell Robinson, Ark. 
Deneen Johnson Robinson, Ind. 
Dill Jones Sackett 
Edge Kean Schall 
Fess Keyes Sheppard 

Simmons 
Smith 
Smoot 
Steck 
Steiwer 
Swanson 
'l'homas, Idaho 
Thomas, Okla. 
Townsend 
Trammell 
Tydings 
Tyson 
Vandenberg 
Wagner 
Walcott 
Walsh, Mass. 
Walsh, Mont. 
Warren 
Waterman 
Watson 
Wheeler 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BRATTON in the chair). 
Ninety Senators having responded to their names, a quorum is 
present. The Senator from Montana is recognized. 

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, I appreciate that anything 
that may now be said with reference to the farm relief bill 
"'ill not change any votes in this Chamber, but I have thought 
I should not permit the measure to pass without at least voic
ing my protest against it unless the debenture plan shall be 
included among its provisions. Even with the debenture plan 
included in the bill, I question the advisability of Congress 
establishing a board such as the bill proposes to create. and 
the great bureaucracy which will result therefrom. I desire 
to point out briefiy some of the evils which the measure 
contains. 

I was very much interested in what the Senator from Indiana 
[Mr. RoBINSON], who just preceded me, said concerning the 
great things which the Republican Party has done for the 
farmers of the country. Particularly was I interested in the 
statement he made criticizing the Democrats and lauding the 
Republicans for having placed a duty upon wheat. I thought 
every school b()y to-day who had given any consideration t() the 
tariff upon wheat knew that such tariff, excepting upon hard 
northern wheat, was of no value whatsoever. 

I was also interested in the observation of the Senator from 
Indiana t() the effect that the people of the country have directed 
the Congress of the United States to follow 1\fr. Hoover blindly 
in any legislative program which he may propose, particularly 
with reference to farm relief. I think I know something of the 
northwestern section of the country, and I also think I know 

something of the reasons why the farmers of that section voted 
in favor of Mr. Hoover as against Mr. Smith. Let me assure 
the Senator from Indiana that it was not because of the fact 
that those voters approved of Mr. Hoover's policy on farm relief, 
for I had occasion to talk with thousands of farmers in Minne
sota, South Dakota, North Dakota, and in Montan-a, and I 
found none of them who were satisfied with Mr. Hoover's policy 
in that regard. The truth about the matter is that they voted 
against Mr. Smith-! think very unfortunately-because of his 
religious views and affiliations. I say " unfortunately" because 
of that fact, for I think it is extremely unfortunate when a 
great body of the people vote against any man because of his 
religious views. However, I am not going to discuss that matter 
at this time. 

I had hoped when I returned to the Senate after the last 
election that I could find myself in a position where I would 
be able to follow l\Ir. Hoover's lead with reference to farm relief 
legislation, and it is with real regret that I find myself com
pelled to conclude that, after winning a campaign by profuse 
promises, the administration apparently has no intention of 
carrying out its pledge to give to the farmers of the Nation an 
effective form of farm relief. I say that I have come to this 
conclusion with real regret, because with agriculture in its pres· 
ent deplorable condition the enactment of legislation that will 
have the immediate effect of increasing the depressed prices of 
farm products is an emergent obligation. 

It is not necessary for me to dwell upon the details of the 
widespread distress existing among the farmers in all sections 
of the United States. That picture has been vividly painted 
many times in this Chamber. In the last eight years farm 
values have shrunk from $79,000,000,000 to $58,000,000,000-
a loss of $21,000,000,000-and farm mortgages have increased 
from $6,000,000,000 in 1920 to the s.taggering total of $14,000,-
000,000 to-day, and that notwithstanding the fact that the Re
publicans claim that they have enacted so much legislation dur
ing this period which was of real benefit to the farmers. Let 
me also call the attention of Senators on the other side of the 
Chamber to the fact that during the same period at least 
3,000,000 farmers have left the farms, some 3,500 rural banks 
have failed, and literally hundreds of hard-working farmers are 
on the very verge of bankruptcy. That is the kind of "pros
perity" which the 30,000,000 farmers of the United States have 
been given under two Republican administrations. 

Even President Hoover finally reached a point in the closing 
days of the last campaign where he admitted that something 
should be done about it, and in his message to Congress upon 
the convening of this special session he conceded : 

There being no disagreement as t~ the need of farm relief, the prob
lem before us becomes one of method by which relief may be most suc
cessfully brought about. 

I had hoped that after eight years of unrelenting opposition 
the new Republican administration would put forward a pr(}
gram affording genuine farm relief, but I can see no such prom
ise in the bill which passed the House, or in the Senate bill
with the debenture plan eliminated. The more I study these 
bills the more convinced I am that they wholly fail in their 
announced purpose of placing agriculture on an economic parity 
with other industries ; and I am frank to say that while the 
Senate bill now under discussion is better in some features it 
also will be a bitter disappointment to the hard-hit agricultu'ral 
producers of the Nation unless we shall retain the export de
benture plan. 

The House bill seems more designed to limit production than 
for any other purpose, and, in my opinion, there are fundamental 
weaknesses and great potential dangers in the Senate bill if it 
is considered apart from the export debenture plan. The bill 
has no practical purpose without the debenture feature, and so 
far, in the debate in this Chamber no one, not even the most 
ardent spokesma_n of the administration, has attempted to show 
wherein the measure will raise the price of any farm commodity 
a single 5-cent piece if the debenture provision shall be elimi
nated. 

I digress to say that it is the debenture plan which has 
drawn the special fire of Mr. Hoover, and on April 20, in a let
ter to Senator McNARY, the President commented on legislation 
then pending in this Chamber and cited 10 so-called reasons 
why he considered the debenture plan objectionable, with the 
implication, of course, that he would exercise the presidential 
veto if Congress should pass a bill containing that particular 
provision. 

To be perfectly frank, I am not altogether surprised that the 
House bill presumably espoused by Mr. Hoover should fail to 
meet the approval of most of the farm leaders and a majority 
of the congressional representatives from the agricultural States, 
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or that tlie President shoufd oppose the one feature o:f the Sen
ate bill which in my judgment holds out some promise of real 
farm relief. In fact, I would be surprised if it were otherwise. 

In the Pacific Ruralist of February 7, 1924, Mr. Hoover de
clared in substance at that time that the problem of the farmer 
was to try to limit production to home consumption. I call 
attention to that because of the fact that the Senator from 
Indiana [Mr. RoBINSON], who preceded me, said that, of course, 
we should not do anything of that kind. 
· I find President Hoover's 10 objections to the export debenture 
plan contradictory rather then compelling, and I believe that 
detailed analysis reveals that the House bill, or the Senate bill 
as Mr. Hoover would emasculate it, signally fails to offer any 
genuine relief to the farmers of this Nation. 

The one thing for which the farmers have been fighting all 
these years is legislation which will raise the prices of fheir 
products until they shall be on a parity with the cost of man
ufactured articles which are protected by almost prohibitive 
duties. That is the purpose of the export debenture plan, and 
its only purpose. Let us be frank. Of course, we want to in
crease the prices of farm commodities, and, if we can not in
crease the prices of what the farmer produces, then we should 
reduce the tariff levies on manufactured articles so that the 
farmer may buy more for his dollar. 

It is admitted by every student of the agricultural problem, 
even by the students in the primary grades, that most of the 
farmers' difficulties are due to the faet that everything he buys 
is bought jn a protected market and everything he sells is sold 
in a free-trade market in competition with the cheap labor and 

r cheap land of Russia, India, and Argentina. These being the 
admitted facts, it seems to me somewhat selfish for Andrew 
Mellon, whose Aluminum Trust products enjoy as much as 80 
per cent tariff duties, to object to a wheat farmer getting a 
21-cent export debenture on a bushel of grain. 

What we are asked to do is to create a new Federal farm 
board with vague and autocratic powers, yet no method is pro
vided nor contemplated for controlling or selling abroad our 
surplus production of wheat, cotton, meats, and other staples; 
yet it is admitted by every economist who has studied the 
question that it is our exportable surplus which depresses 
domestic prices. Why, then, create another board with an 
army of appointed officeholders unless we propose to deal with 
the thing that is fundamentally wrong with agriculture
namely, the surpluses? Why another board to deal with only 
superficial phases of farm production? 

Recently I have studied the laws already administered by 
the Department of Agriculture, and was surprised to learn of 
the extent of the power which that department possesses. If it 
is a question of administration, and if existing boards and 
bureaus have been so tender with the packers, millers, grain 
and cotton gamblers, carriers, financiers, middlemen, and other 
interests that prey upon and exploit the producers, what war
rant have we for supposing that the proposed Federal farm 
board will go deeper into the heart of the problem? 

Let me cite some of the laws already on the statute books 
which were supposed to have been enacted for the benefit of 
~rme~: · 

The packers and stockyards act of August 15, 1921, amended 
1\Iay 5, 1928, which is designed to prevent unfair, discrimina
tory, or deceptive practices in the manipulation of prices, the 
restraint of trade, or the creation of monopolies in marketing 
livestock, meat, and dairy products in interstate commerce. 

The cotton futures act of August 11, 1916, designed to obtain 
for the cotton-g~·owing industry the advantages of cotton ex
changes, while eliminating so far as possible artificial manipu
lation of prices by unfair methods. 

The g~rain futures act of September 21, 1922, designed to pre
vent unfair burdens upon interstate commerce in grain by regu
lating transactions on grain future exchanges. 

The farm produce dumping act of March 3, 1927, designed to 
secure honest and fair dealing by commission merchants with 
farm-produce shippers engaged in interstate commerce. 

The Capper-Volstead Act of February 19, 1922, designed to 
secure to producers of agricultural commodities the advantages 
of collective marketing. 

The cooperative marketing act of July 2, 1922, to create a 
division of cooperative marketing in the Department of Agri
culture, and to provide for the acquisition and dissemination of 
information pertaining to cooperation ; to promote knowledge of 
cooperative principles and practices; to authorize cooperative 
groups to acquire, interpret, and disseminate crop and market 
information. 

The Smith-Lever Act, known as the agricultural extension 
work act, which provides for cooperative agricultural · extension 
work between the agricultural colleges in the various States and 
the United States Department ot Agriculture. 

The Capper-Keteham Act, which provides further develop
ment of agricultural extension work in connection with the 
Smith-Lever Act. 

The Clark-McNary Act, to provide for the reforestation of 
denuded areas, and the McNary-Sweeney Act, to utilize waste 
lands for reforestation. 

There are scores of other acts passed and supposedly admin
istered for the benefit of the farm producers. I wonder how 
many elections have been won on the strength of these legisla
tive acts, how much of the people's money has been spent, with 
how little . benefit either to the farmers or to anyone else. 

We also .must remember that the Interstate Commerce Com
mission is empowered to lower the railroad rates on farm 
produce, that the Federal .land banks were created to provide 
cheap money for farm producers, and that the War Finance 
Corporation was supposed to lehd money to aid cooperative 
marketing. 

Under existing laws, cooperatives· can combine to form com
modity clearing houses and stabilizing corporations; the States 
and the Federal Government are supposed to be promoting the 
growth of cooperatives ; and the Department of Agriculture 
employs a large corps of competent scientists at a total expense 
of many millions of dollars annually, aud has been directed by 
Congress to obtain and disseminate information of crop and 
marketing conditions. 

I repeat, if the export debenture plan is stricken from the 
Senate bill, under political pressure from the administration, 
there is practically nothing in this bill which does not merely 
duplicate powers already possessed by the Department of Agri
culture and other governmental agencies, with the exception of 
the provisions for stabilization corporations, which are entirely 
inadequate to solve the farm problem. 

Statistics show that on an average the farm producers of 
America only get approximately 30 per cent of the final selling 
price of their products. The farmers who raise wheat, cotton, 
livestock, and other foods and staples get less than one-third of 
what the ultimate consumer pays for their products. The other 
two-thirds are taken by carriers, brokers, commission houses, 
manufacturers, and, in the last analysis, by those who fin.ance 
these middlemen. There is too great a spread between what 
the farmer gets and what his product ultimately sells for. This 
is admitted. Laws have been passed to remedy these evils, but 
they still exist. 

Let us be honest with ourselves, and honest with our farmer 
constituents. The bill before us is ineffective without the ex
port debenture plan. The editor of The New England Home
stead, whose editorial was introduced in the CoNGRESSIO~AL 
RECoRD by the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. WALSH], truly 
characterized it as "One of the most colossal gold bricks in the 
history of the industry " ; and agriculture has been handed far 
more than its fair share of gold bricks. 

Nothing in the House bill touches upon the basic causes of 
agricultural distress, and the Senate bill is very little better 
except for the export debenture plan. The House bill provides 
that the stabilization corporations can only purchase commodi
ties owned by cooperative members, thus limiting the amount 
of wheat or cotton that could be purchased, and insuring in 
advance that it would not interfere with the futures gambling 
on the grain and cotton exchanges. 

Paragraph B. of section 6 of the Senate bill provides that no 
loan shall be made to any corporation of the $500,000,000 revolv
ing fund unless, "in the judgment of the board, other available 
facilities for borrowing upon the security of the commodity have 
been used to the fullest practicable extent." That means, of 
course, that there shall be a minimum of interference with 
private bankers; and the same tenderness is displayed in the 
insurance section, which provides that money can be loaned by 
the Federal farm board only where " coverage is not availab!e 
from private agencies at reasonable rates." 

The House bill goes so far as to stipulate that no loan for 
the construction, purchase, or lease of storage facilities shall 
be made unless the cooperative association "demonstrates" to 
the satisfication of the board that there are not available suit
able existing facilities that will furnish their services to the 
cooperative association at reasonable rates which, in my opin
ion, is expressly intended to prevent any interference with and 
to perpetuate the widespread system of privately owned grain 
elevator and cotton warehouse facilities, which now collect such 
a heavy toll from the farmers. • 

Let me read from the editorial from the New England Home
stead ·inserted J.l'riday by the Senator from l\lassachusetts [l\lr. 
WALSH]: 

The football of politics for eight years and in two presidential cam
paigns, farm relief, it seems is to place the mantle of clever political 
sagacity upon President Hoover and his associates. His f.arm board 
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places in Washington a supreme power that 10 years ago farmers 
would have repudiated en masse as bureaucratic and contrary to the 
spirit of American independence. 

The proposed legislation gives the board virtually unlimited power to 
dictate the policies and management of farm cooperative organizations. 
Yet by the clever provision that stabilization corporations, which are 
to handle exportable surpluses shall be owned and controlled by farmers 
and operated to avoid losses-

Let me say right there that I have heard the corporations pro
vided for in this bill designated as being "farmer owned and 
farmer contro'iled." That seems a good catch phrase; and yet, 
if you examine the bill, you will find that as a matter of fact, 
while the corporation is going to be farmer owned, so to speak, 
it is going to be absolutely controlled and its policy dictated by 
this Government board. However, the editor goes on to say-

Any failure of the whole scheme will be blamed on the farmers and 
their organizations and not · on the Federal board. However, any suc
cess would be credited to the administration plan. It is a clear case 
of " heads I win and tails you lose," with the farmers holding the 
bag as usual. 

Let me read another paragraph from the New England Home
stead editorial : 

Formerly the bulwark of American individual development and pro
gl·essive independence, it now appears that the farmers are to be herded 
onto the Federal bureaucratic band wagon. The great agricultural 
industry is to be dictated to and ruled over by boards and bureaus with 
anQther army of officeholders, clerks, and helpers whlch taxpayers can 
support. With the experiences of the Federal Farm Loan Board and 
its doings so fresh in mind, it is strange that farmers can not foresee 
the outcome of a Federal farm board, with unlimited power and a per
sonnel of which they have not one scintilla of voice in naming. 

Mr. President, I submit that the foregoing paragraph is a 
very temperate statement of the powers it is proposed to grant 
under both the Senate and House bills. In both bills it is 
stipulated that the !federal farm board has sole power to pass 
upon the qualifications of any cooperative association seeking 
membership in a stabilizing corporation, and that the corpora
tion itl:!elf must adopt such by-laws and make such changes in 
its by-laws as the Federal farm board requires. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. DILL in the chair). Does 

the Senator from Montana yield to the Senator from Utah? 
Mr. WHEELER. I do. 
Mr. KING. Does the Senator intend to comment upon the 

article which he has just read? 
Mr. WHEEJ ... ER. Yes; I intend to comment upon it. 
Mr. KING. I was called out of the Chamber. The article 

to which the Senator referred attracted my attention because 
I think it is a pretty correct appraisement of the bill before 
us. It is a bill in the interest of bureaucracy; and instead of 
being of any particular benefit to the farmer I am afraid that 
it will be an injury to him, and that after the $500,000,000 
are consumed, largely in machinery, officialdom, bureaucracy, 
we shall be called upon to appropriate five hundred millions 
more. 

Mr. WHEELER. I agree entirely with the Senator. How 
can the Government expect cooperative associations thus to 
sign away their rights in advance, and blindly intrust their 
economic de8tinies to the control of a bureaucracy? It is not 
strange that already the National Milk Producers' Federation, 
with it..s 44 member cooperative associations, is protesting 
against this bill. And let me add that just this morning I 
received a telegram from one of the leading cooperatives in 
my own State protesting against the bill without the debenture 
plan. 

President Hoover repeatedly has inveighed against the evils 
of state socialism, and the perils inherent in "putting the Gov
ernment in lmsiness." Yet now we are asked to create a vast 
bureaucracy that will have absolute control over 10,000 coopera
tive associations which now market more than $2,000,000,000 
of farm products annually; and the House bill provides that 
the chairman of the Federal farm board may receive any salary 
the President chooses to fix, and may be removable at his 
pleasure. 

I digress 1ong enough to say that I never have been frightened 
by the use of the words " state socialism " ; but constantly we 
hear the Senators on the other side-the " Old Guard," so to 
speak-and we have heard the President in the campaign 
inveigh against s~te so.cialism and bureaucracy; and yet here 
be proposes to buHd up a state socialism and bureaucracy, and 
in my judgment without its doing one particle of good for the 
farmers themselves. 

1\Ir. President, it is admitted that the situation of agriculture 
is indeed desperate; but I hardly think the remedy is to ~et up 

an industrial dictatorship. The Wa~ Finance Corporation and 
the Federal land bank systems have not been operated in such 
a helpful manner as to justify such confidence upon the part 
of our farmers; and I, for one, have not forgotten what hap
pened to the farm producers of this Nation when, under the 
pressure of the World War, 1\Ir. Hoover was made food con
troHer, and later Mr; Julius Barnes was put in charge of the 
Grain Corporation. 

T.alk of state socialism and of "putting the Government in 
busmess "! Why, this bill sets up one of the greatest bureau
cracies in the history of the world, with vague and ill-defined 
powers, gives it $500,000,000 to experiment with, and makes the 
Federal farm board virtually answerable to President Hoover 
alone. 

Think of the political patronage this board would possess, 
and think how easily it could influence votes every four years 
by loaning $1,000,000 to this cooperative society; perhaps $2,000,
(){)() to another ; and maybe $10,000,000 some p-lace else. The 
tempting bait of substantial loans could be cleverly dangled 
before the voters in various parts of the country, and the 
$500,000,000 revolving fund might be used for virtual bribery 
on · a wholesale scale. Its possibilities for political corruption 
are enormous. I can not believe that Mr. Hoover would so use 
it, but we have seen what has been done in times past when 
even the Department of Justice, the Department of the Interior 
the Prohibition Unit, yes, and even the Veterans' Bureau hav~ 
reeked with graft and corruption and money appropriated by 
C_ongress used to favor political henchmen. I am not unduly 
given to alarms, but I warn you that if we create this board 
with its. dictat_orial powers over the agricultural industry and 
appropriate this vast sum to be used as the President pleases 
we may be creating a Frankenstein that will destroy instead of 
assist the cooperative movement and swamp the last vestige 
of our political independence with a stream of gold-Government 
gold. 

Believe me, we will not fool the farmer with this danoerous 
ill-considered measure. Already the great majority of theU: 
leaders have pointed out the insufficiencies of the bill and 
pointed out the inadvisability of granting this great power to 
any board. There is no farm relief in this bill if we except 
the debenture plan; it was intended as a bill to give President 
~oover and his advisers mental relief from farm-relief agita
tion. That I honestly believe to be its primary motive--but it 
will fail in its purpose. 

Questions will be asked by our almost bankrupted farmers if 
another harvest rolls by without substantial increase in the 
prices of farm commodities. The Republican Party has squeezed 
its last dividend out of the hopes of the farmers, and if they 
are betrayed again I predict a political cataclysm which will 
sweep the Republican Party out of power. I do not blame Re
publican Senators for smiling when I say this, in view of what 
ha~ happened heretofore. I am still an optimist, however, and 
beheve you can not keep on fooling the farmers and the workers 
forever. 

There has lwen considerable discussion on this floor as to 
whether the Republican Party has kept its campaign pledges. 
Some of the Senaoors who favored farm relief and also cam
paigned for Mr. Hoover seem to be resting uneasily-almost 
squi'i"ming, one might say-under the imputation that Mr 
Hoover's attitude now has made them appear guilty of th~ 
crime of soliciting and obtaining votes under false pretenses. 
Several of them, in fact, have been manly enough to say so in 
almost as many words. In this connection I suppose it is well 
to remember that confession is good for the soul, and I hope 
that th?se who have tumed State's evidence, so to speak, will 
be forg1ven by their outraged constituents if the debenture plan 
is defeated and the remainder of this monstrous bill enacted into 
law. 

But I am not interested in this academic discussion concern
ing campaign pledges. I am thinking of the plight of our coun
trymen out on the farms. Regardless of the exact language 
used in the Republican platform and by Republican orators
and I am willing to concede they chose their words with metic
ulous sophistry-the average farmer was led to believe the 
Republican leaders had undergon~ a change of heart and that 
he would get farm relief. If the House measure or the Senate 
bill without the export debenture is passed by Congress, these 
farmers are due for a rude awakening, and so will be those 
responsible for fooling them. 

I ha-ve stated before that neither the House bill nor the Senate 
bill deals with the basic causes responsible for the deflation of 
agriculture, an<l now I propose to show exactly wherein it fails. 

Mr. Hoover in his St. Louis speech-the same speech that 
outlined his promise of farm relief-declared, "Adequate tariff 
is essential if we would assure relief to the farm." He went 
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on to say that the duties were not high enough on some prod
ucts, " but nevertheless the tariff is effective over a considerable 
portion of our whole agricultural production." 

Indisputable facts compel me to differ with Mr. Hoover's 
dicta. The facts are the tariff duties on industrial schedules 
average 46 per cent, whereas the duties on agricultural sched
ules average only 22 per cent, and most of these tariffs are inef
fective for various reasons. As 1\Ir. Louis J. Taber, master of 
the National Grange, _pertinently points out during the hearings 
held by the Senate and House Committees on Agriculture, in 
1927 the United States exported agricultural products of a value 
of nearly $2,000,000,000 and imported agricultural products to 
almost exactly the same amount. And of our total agricultural 
imports products valued at $1,200,000,000 were brought in duty 
free, of which products valued at $800,000,000 could have been 
grown in this country. That does not look as if the tariff were 
greatly benefiting the American farmer. 

Furthermore, as we grow 65 per cent of all the cotton raised 
in the world, and export a large share of the crop, it is evident 
that the tariff bas nothing at all to do with the domestic price 
of cotton. That is determined by the world price. 

So far as the 42-cent tariff on wheat is concerned, that is 
wholly nullified by the fact that we produce a surplus of wheat 
except hard northern, and the farmer does not get the benefit 
of the tariff 1,1pon that because of the milling-in-bond clause 
in our tariff law. Under this law Canadian wheat may be 
imported in bond and mixed with soft American wheat, thus 
robbing the American hard-wheat grower of the benefits he 
should receive due to the shortage of the hard wheat grown in 
the United States. 

The worst part of this is that the bard Canadian wheat, 
which is rich in protein content, is especially in demand by 
millers, and comes directly in competition with the hard north
ern wheat raised chiefly by Montana, North and South Dakota, 
and Minnesota. 

Every witness who testified before the House and Senate com
mittees agreed tMt the milling-in-bond rebate clause nullified 
the much-heralded 42-cent tariff on hard northern wheat, and 
I have in my possession a letter signed by Thomas D. Campbell, 
the self-styled wheat king of Montana, the same man who was 
prominently mentioned for Secretary of Agriculture in Mr. 
Hoover's Cabinet, in which this fallacy is treated in the follow
ing vigorous language : 

It is absurd to tell the farmer that he has a tariff protection of 42 
cents a bushel when there is a rebate of 40 cents and all by-products 
which amount to approximately one-third of the gross, are duty free. 
This rebate is almost as unfair to the small inland mill as it is to the 
farmer. The repeal of this rebate will undoubtedly increase the price 
of our dark northern spring wheat 20 cents to 25 cents a bushel, and 
other grades of wheat will increase in fair proportion. 

· Just think of it ; when those who were passing legislation 
which they claimed would be helpful for the wheat farmer they 
nullified the effect wherever it would be of any benefit whatso
ever to the hard-wheat farmers of the Northwest. Another 
tariff inconsistency was revealed during the recent hearings by 
the House Ways and Means Committee when the National Boot 
and Shoe Manufacturers' Association asked for a 35 per cent 
duty on boots and shoes, and then urged that hides be placed on 
the free list. 

'l'his incident is typical of the tariff policy that has governed 
the Republican Party. They favor high protection tor manu
facturers and, conversely, they nearly always put raw materials 
on the free list or give them a tariff upon farm products where 
there is an exportable surplus, and the debenture is therefore in
effective, thus discriminating against the farmers in favor of 
the manufacturers who, of course, want to lower costs. This 
explains why agriculture has been deflated to the tune of 
$30,000,000,000 since the Fordney-McCumber tariff bill went into 
effect. The only mystery is bow the Repuhlicans can continue 
to fool the farmers_ with the shibboleth that in some mysterious 
manner the tariff is responsible for a nonexistent farm " pros
perity." 

Yet when by the export debenture plan we propose to make 
part of the tariff on farm commodities effective-not an of the 
tariff, but only half of it-President Hoover objects on the 
ground that "the issue of debentures to export merchants and 
their redemption in payment of import 'duties amounts to a 
direct subsidy from the United States Treasury." 

Evidently it makes a great difference to President Hoover 
whether the industrial or agricultural ox is being gored. The 
manufacturers of this Nation are collecting an estimated toll of 
$4,000,000,000 annually from the American people by reason of 
prices enhanced by protective--tariff duties, and it can be proved 
that an 80 per cent ad valorem tariff on articles coming in com
petition with kitchen ware made by Mr. Andrew Mellon's 

Aluminum Trust keeps out imports and thus " decreases the 
Treasury receipts by such an amount" just as effectively as 
though we should pay a 21-cent export debenture on each bushel 
of grain sent abroad. 

Mr. Louis JA Taber, of the National Grange, pointed out 
before the Senate Agricultural Committee that when the tariff 
on kitchen ware was increased from 25 per cent in 1920 to 77 
per cent in 1928 that more than $391,000 was kept from the 
Treasury of the United States on th~s single item. Mr. Taber 
also ga~e figures showing that under the drawback provisions 
of the tariff we remit from $14.000,000 to $39,000,000 annually, 
and in the last 10 years the total tariff drawbacks have been 
$425,000,000. l\1r. Hoover~ as Secretary of Commerce, has ne~er 
come before any congressional committee protesting against the 
drawback provision in the tariff law, and I doubt very much 
whether he will when the bill comes before us at this session 
of Congress. It is only when it iS. proposed to give the farmers. 
part of the same benefit through the export debenture that he 
vigorously protests. 

I am frank to say that personally I consider prohibitive 
tariff duties economically unsound. I believe our so-called 
protective system is based on a fallacy. It has· been the ruin 
of agriculture and has brought many industrial and political 
evils in its train. But as a nation we seem committed to that 
policy, temporarily at least, and it is cruelly inconsistent of 
the Republicans to deby the farmers opportunity to the protec
tion so freely glven to their manufacturing campaign contribu· 
tors. Farmers can not prosper if they are to pay ex-cessive 
prices for clothes, machinery, and every other necessity-prices 
raised on tariff stilts-and are forced to continue to sell thei.c 
wheat and cotton on a free-trade world market. 

In my opinion, Mr. President, the way to solve the farm 
problem and to solve it permanently is-

First. Reduce the tariff on manufactured articles, thereby 
putting the manufacturer on equality with the farmer. 

We often speak of putting the farmer on an equality with a 
manufacturer, but I think we should speak of putting the 
manufacturer on an equality with the farmer. We ought to 
reverse it. 

Second. If we are not willing to do that for fear of arousing 
the displeasure of the great manufacturers, then give the 
farmer a bonus, as you do the manufacturer, and take it out of 
the pocket of the consumer. 

Third. Reduce railroad rates on farm products so that the 
American farmer can meet the Canadian farmer in world 
competition. 

Fourth. Not only enact laws giving the farmer cheap money 
but see that he actually gets it. ' 

Excessive freight rates are next in order of importance to 
the tariff. In his message to this special session President 
Hoover stated: 

Railway rates have necessarily increased. 

That is true to a certain extent, but as I have heretofore 
pointed out on this floor, if the railroads of this country were 
given a reasonable valuation for rate-making purposes the 
farmers could have lower rates on farm products. 

To-day the railroads are guaranteed a ;minimum of 574 per 
cent dividends upon their valuation as fixed by the Interstate 
Commerce Commission. They want that valuation fixed on a 
basis which would give the railroads of the country a total 
value of from $33,000,000,000 to $35,000,000,000. 

I am wondering, in this connection, whether or not the In
terstate Commerce Commission is going to be loaded up with 
any more appointees by the new President, with men who are 
directors and officers and bondholders and stockholders of the 
railroads of this country. In that connection I can not help 
wishing that 1\.Ir. Hoover would display as much solicitude over 
the great question of railroad valuations as he has over the 
debenture plan. 

Just b€fore the close of the session of the Seventieth Con
gress I introduced Senate Resolution 250, which called for an 
in~estigation of railroad rates on agricultural products in the 
United States and Canada and called for a reduction of our 
rates. In support of the resolution I showed that freight 
rates from various Montana grain-growing centers to the near
est terminal market at Duluth, Minn., averaged 10 cents a 
bushel more than the freight rates from different Canadian 
points situated almost identically the same distance fr(}m their 
nearest terminal market at Fort William, Ontario. 

I said then, and I repeat now, that the railroads of the coun
try in their present prosperous condition could well afford to 
place the farmers of the United States on an equality with the 
farmers of Canada in reference to freight rates, and if the car
riers will not do this voluntarily then the Interstate Commerce 
Commission should intervene and compel them to do it. In the 
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aggregate the railroads take a terrific toll from the farmers of 
the Nation and some of their tariffs on farm commodities are 
almost confiscatory. The railroads also have manipulated rates 
so as to discriminate grossly between industries and as against 
certain sections. The prosperity of Montana, for instance, is 
being handicapped by absurd interpretations of the long-and
short haul and farmers suffer along with the rest of the 
population. Reasonable reduction in railroad rates would mean 
the difference between a bare profit and bankruptcy to farm 
producers in many parts of the country, and if necessary the 
adjustment could be made at the expense of more favored in
dustries. In any event, there is no justification for taxing agri
culture out of existence so that the railroads may be paid what 
amounts to a subsidy on :fictitious valuations. Drastic reduc
tions in freight rates are necessary if we are to rehabilitate 
agriculture. 

Mr. Presid~nt, during the hearings held by the House Com
mittee on Agriculture two witnesses frankly predicted that 
American agriculture was undergoing an evolution which would 
result in the ~tablishment of large unit chain farms, and it is 
significant, I think, that one of these witnesses was Mr. Sidney 
.Anderson, president of the Millers National Federation, and the 
other was Mr. Frederick B. Wells, of Minneapolis, who spoke 
for the speculators of the Minneapolis, Chicago, Kansas City, 
St. Louis, and Omaha grain pits. I may add that both gentle
men seemed to view this development with equanimity, and both 
of them indorsed the bill prepared by the House Committee on 
Agrk"Ulture.--the bill that bears the hall mark of Mr. Hoover's 
approval It is rather strange, it seems to me, that Mr. Hoover, 
in his letter to the Senator from Oregon [Mr. MoNARY], should 
in substance have said that if the debenture plan was adopted 
it would favor the manufacturers and the grain gamblers and 
that we should eliminate it for that reason. Yet the very 
people who he said the debenture plan would favor are appear· 
ing before our committee putting their stamp of approval upon 
the bill which, it is claimed, he favors and denouncing the 
debenture plan, which a majority of the Senators upon this side 
of the Chamber and those coming from the Northwest sections 
of the country are asking to have adopted. 

• We already have seen the machine worker in factories sup
plant the skilled artisan, and now the factories are growing 
larger and larger. Chain stores and mail-order houses are 
cutting into the business of independent merchants. There even 
is a tendency toward chain newspapers, and banks and trust 
companies are concentrating credit into fewer and fewer hands. 

It has been always contended, however, by economists and 
statesmen that the security of every nation depended upon its 
home owners and farm producers. After all, we must eat before 
anything else may be done, and agriculture always will remain 
the basic i.rldustry. There has been a rapid shift of population 
from rural to urban cente1·s in the last half century, but we still 
have approximately one-third of our population living on farms. 

But now unfair burdens caused by discrimiuatory tariffs, 
taxes railroad and interest rates are driving the farmers into 
bank;uptcy and off the farms. Three million persons have left 
the farms in the past eight years and there has been an ap
palling increase in tenantry. Unless something is done to re
store agriculture to an economic parity with other industries it 
may well be that chain farming will be the next step, but if 
that is the case I feel grave concern for the future of my coun
try for history tells me that Egypt and Babylon and Rome 
and the other great empires of antiquity did not fall until the 
grasping greed of their commercial classes had destroyed agri
culture and reduced the sturdy and once contented farmers to 
an idle and turbulent proletariat. 

It is my deliberate opinion that we in the United States of 
America can not permanently survive as a great people if we 
permit our home-owning farmers to be driven off the farms or 
into tenantry, for it is literally true that the farmers are the 
backbone of the Nation; and I, for one, can not comprehend 
the selfish, short-sighted stupidity which leads our great indus
trialists and their political spokesmen to oppose every measure, 
however meritorious, that promises really effective farm relief. 

If there ever was a time for clear thinking, nonpartisanship, 
and unselfishness, it is now. But we seem to be permitting a 
few essentially parasitical interests to prey upon our largest 
and most important class of producers and to dictate our 
economic policy, a policy which may determine the future of 
the Nation, and it appears that the threat to the immediate 
profits of these overlords of the Republican Party has blinded 
them to their greater good 

Mr. President, I sh:lll vote against the present bill with the 
debenture plan out of it, as I am firmly convinced that that is 
the only portion of the bill offering any relief to the farmers. 

ltfr. TYSON Qbtained the floor. 

( 

Mr. BLACK. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. DILL in the chair). The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following Senators 
answered to their names: 
Allen Fletcher King 
Ashurst Frazier La Follette 
Barkley George McKellar 
Bingham Gillett McMaster 
Black Glass McNary 
Blaine Glenn Metcalf 
Blease Goff Moses 
Borah Goldsborough Norbeck 
Bratton Greene Norris 
Brookhart Hale Nye 
Broussard Harris Od~ 
Burton Harrison Overman ~ 
Capper HaHastfitinelgs Patterson 
Caraway d Phipps 
Connally Hawes Pine 
Copeland Hayden Pittman 
Couzens Hebert Ransdell 
Cutting Heflin Reed 
Dale Howell Robinson, Ark. 
Deneen Johnson Robinson, Ind. 
Dill Jones Sackett 
Edge Kean Schall 
Fess Keyes Sheppard 

Simmons 
Smith 
Smoot 
Steck 
Steiwer 
Swanson 
Thomas, Idaho 
Thomas, Okla. 
Townsend 
Trammell 
Tydings 
Tyson 
Vandenberg 
Wagner 
Waleott 
Walsh, Mass. 
Walsh, Mont. 
Warren 
Waterman 
Watson 
Wheeler 

Mr. SCHALL. I desire to announce that my colleague the 
senior Senaror from Minnesota [Mr. SaiPs'rEAD] is ill and con
fined in the hospital. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. GEORGE in the chair). 
Ninety Senators having answered to their names, a quon1m is 
present. The Senator from Tennessee will proceed. 

Mr. TYSON. Mr. President, I do not care to make any 
address upon the bill now before us. We have had a great deal 
of discussion of it and I think· everybody understands it very 
fully. I have offered an amendment to it. I wish to call the 
attention of the senior Senator from Oregon [Mr. MoNARY] to 
the amendment, which relates to the debenture plan. 

On page 18, under section 10, under the heading " Export 
debentures," I notic-e it is provided that wherever there is a 
food product that is manufactured and shipped out of the 
country there is a debenture upon the amount of the food 
product that is in the manufactured product. I would like to 
ask the Senator from Oregon if he has read the amendment 
which I have introduced and if he is willing to accept it? If Eo, 
it would be unnecessary to discuss it. I think I had better read 
the amendment which I propose. It is as follows: 

On page 18, line 24, after the word "thereof," insert the words 
" or any product manufactured from cotton or tobacco." 

On page 19, line 15, after the word " product," insert the words 
" or product manufactured from cotton or tobacco." 

On page 19, line 11, after the word "product," insert the words 
"or product manufactured from cotton or tobacco." 

On page 20, line 10, after the word "commodity," insert the follow
ing: " or any product manufactured from cotton or tobacco." 

On page 20, line 14, after the word "product," insert the words 
"or product manufaetured from cotton or tobacco." 

Mr. President, the intention of the amendment is to insure for 
the cotton planter and the tobacco planter and the cotton manu
facturer and the manufacturer of tobacco products the same 
benefits and privileges that are given to the farmer who pro
duces wheat or any other commodity which is manufactured 
into a food product. It will be observed that the bill provides: 

Commencing and terminating at such time as the board shall prescribe, 
to issue export debentures to any farmer, cooperative association, stabili
zation corporation, or other person with respect to such quantity of the 
commodity or any manufactured food product thereof as such person 
may from time to time export from the United States to any foreign 
country. 

The measure then goes on to provide: 

The export debenture shall be in an amount to be oomputed under 
the direction of the Secretary of the Treasury, in accordance with 
such regulations as he may prescrioo, at the debenture rate for the 
commodity or product that is in effect at the time of exportation. 

Mr. President, should my amendment be agreed to it will 
enable the American~ cotton manufacturer, who will have to 
pay 2 cents a pound more for the cotton which he uses in 
manufacturing than will have to be paid by the manufacturer 
abroad to obtain a debenture for the amount of actual raw 
cotton which he has used in the manufactured product. Other
wise the legislation will have a very bad effect, if it will not 
almost wholly destroy our exportation of cotton manufactures. 
As is very well known, this counti·y does not export a great deal 
of yery fin~ !ll!!nufactured cotto!! good~·. and the coarser the 
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cotton the greater the effect will be upon the manufactured 
product. 

If the manufacturers of this country have to pay 2 cents 
a pound more for the raw cotton which they put into manu
factured products, when they come to compete in the markets 
of the world there will be 2 cents a pound difference against 
them. They will not, therefore, be able successfully to com-
pete. I believe that is a self-evident proposition. • 

The result would be the same in the case of the manufac
turer of tobacco. We export a great deal of raw tobacco and 
we also export a great deal of manufactured tobacco products. 
I do not know what the tariff upon the manufactured product 
is, but it is on an average about 50 per cent, as I understand. 
Under the bill as now framed the manufacturers of tobacco 
who send their products abroad will have to pay a higher pric~ 
for the tobacco which they manufacture than is paid for the 
tobacco which is manufactured abroad in competition with 
them. My amendment would only give to them the same privi
lege that is proposed to be given to the manufacturers of wheat, 
rye, barley, meat products, or any other food products. 

I do not think it would be fair to provide that cotton shall 
be sold in this country 2 cents a pound higher than abroad and 
then expect the cotton manufacturers to compete in the markets 
of the world. It is proposed to let a man who manufactures 
.flour and sends it abroad get ·the benefit of a debenture of 21 
cents a bushel upon wheat, which will be the effect of sending 
abroad flour or any other food product on which a tariff duty 
is levied. I am simply asking that the cotton manufacturers 
of the country and the tobacco manufacturers of the country 
be put upon the same basis as are the processors of wheat, 
barley, oats, and other food products which are shipped abroad. 

I do not think any further explanation of the amendment is 
necessary, as it seems to me that what I have stated is self
evident. 

Mr. TRAMMELL. Mr. President--
The PRE~IDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ten

nessee yield to the Senator from Florida? 
Mr. TYSON. I yield for a question. 
Mr. TRAMMELL. Should the amendment of the Senator 

fi·om Tennessee not be adopted, would p.ot the condition that 
he states have a tendency to depress the cotton goods manu
facturing industry in this country and, therefore, lessen the 
home market for cotton? 

Mr. TYSON. Absolutely, Mr. President. There are $133,-
000,000 worth of manufactured cotton exported from this coun
try, or about 600,000 bales of cotton manufactured here and 
shipped abroad in the form of manufactured products. Many 
millions of pounds of tobacco are shipped abroad in the same 
way. 1\Iy State produces a large amount of tobacco and also 
a large amount of cotton. We have not a large tobacco manu
facturing industry in the State of Tennessee, but we have a 
large cotton manufacturing business. If we shall not adopt 
this amendment, in my opinion it will very greatly depreciate 
the domestic cotton manufacturing business as well as the to
bacco manufacturin~ business. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I am heartily in favor of 
the amendment of my colleague [Mr. TYSON], and I am wonder
ing if the chairm~n of the committee will not accept the amend
ment. It seems to me the amendment of my colleague would 
afford necessary relief to the manufacturers of cotton and 
tobacco, in view of the other provisions of the bill. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, when we reach the stage of 
the proceedings when the amendment will be properly in order 
I shall be glad to consider it, but at the present time I do not 
desire to have any other amendment taken up; in fact, it would 
be in violation of the agreement of the Senate to consider any 
amendment other than the one pending. · 

Mr. McKELLAR. When the time comes I hope that the Sen
ator will examine the amendment, and I hope he will be able 
to accept it, because manifestly it should be adopted. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator from 
Tennessee a question? 

1\fr. TYSON. I yield to the Senator from South Carolina. 
Mr. SMITH. Does the Senator's amendment contemplate 

that the board shall take into consideration the amount of duty 
on products manufactured from cotton, tobacco, or other farm 
commodities? Suppose the duty on cotton goods were already 
so high that 2 cents a pound did not even measure anything 
like the protective duty on the cotton goods; a debenture of 
2 c~x1ts a pound on the cotton exported from this country might 
not seriously interfere with the home market. 

As I understood the Senator, we are already exporting over 
$100,000,000 worth of manufactured cotton goods in competi
tion with those who buy our cotton at the world's price. It 
seems to me there ought to be some provision in this bill by 
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which the amount of duty imposed on the manufactured good& 
should be adjusted to the debenture that is placed on the raw 
material. 

Mr. TYSON. I do not see that what the Senator suggests 
would have any influence or effect upon the condition. It does 
not make any difference what the tariff on manufactured prod
ucts is in this country when they are s_hipped abro~d and sold 
in the markets of the world in competition with similar prod
ucts of others. 

The point I am trying to call to the attention of the Senate 
is this: Under the debenture clause of the bill it is provided 
that for every bale of cotton exported there shall be a debenture 
allowed of 2 cents a pound. When that cotton goes to Liver
pool or elsewhere it will be 2 cents a pound cheaper at Liver
pool than it is in this country. Therefore, when it is manufac
tured into cotton goods here, the manufacturer has to pay 2 
cents a pound more for his cotton than the price paid by the 
man abroad who buys it and manufactures it there. So when 
the domestic manufacturer sells it abroad he ought to have the 
same benefit for the cotton that is in the manufactured prod
uct, as if he himself shipped the raw cotton out of the country. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, that brings out exactly what 
I hoped the Senator would bring out, namely, that the manu
facturers of this country do sell their manufactured surplus 
abroad cheaper than they sell it at home. Under the protec
tive tariff we allow them to get the American price 1n the 
domestic market and then to get the world's price for what they 
ship abroad. In other words, they sell to foreigners goods 
manufactured from American raw material cheaper than they 
sell them at home, and yet they would deny to the agricultural 
interests the privilege of doing that very thing. All that we 
are asking in the debenture plan, as I understand, is that we 
have a bounty or a subsidy, whatever you choose to call it, 
that will offset in part the tariff duties imposed on what the 
farmer has to buy. 

Mr. TYSON. Mr. President, I can not agree with the Senator 
entirely as to that proposition. I do not think the tariff has 
anything whatever to do with the goods which we export. It 
may be that cotton manufacturers do sell abroad cheaper than 
they do in this country, but I know of none that do it. I think 
they have to go out and compete in the markets of the world, 
and they can not sell their products at any higher price than 
that for which somebody else sells similar products in that 
market. When the American manufacturer can not sell his 
goods abroad at as low a price as somebody else sells he does 
not sell at all. One reason why we do not sell more manu
factured products in · foreign countries is that we can not 
compete with others, and my idea is that if the American manu
facturer shall be put in a position where he wfl.l have to pay 
2 cents a pound more for cotton than his foreign competitor, 
then he will not be able to compete at all. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ten

nessee yield to the Senator from Kentucky? 
Mr. TYSON. I yield. 
Mr. BARKLEY. The Senator did not mean to say, did he, 

that there are no American manufacturers who sell their goods 
in foreign countries cheaper tha:n. they sell them in the United 
States? 

Mr. TYSON. I do not think I said that; but I was referring 
to cotton manufacturers, and as to them I said that is not the 
case, so far as I know. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, if the Senator from Tennessee 
will allow me, I am sure he does not mean to say that the 
manufacturers of cotton goods do not sell their products abroad 
cheaper than the same character of goods are sold by them in 
America. They sell their output in America under the protec
tive tariff so far as they are able, and if they have a surplus, 
just as in the case of the railroads, it is out-of-pocket cost. The 
goods that go abroad are sold in competition with foreign man
ufactures, but the goods they sell in America have no competi
tion and, of cour~, they sell for a higher price here. Taking 
the schedule of domestic cotton manufactures and comparing it 
with exactly the same quality of goods made in Lancashire or 
Manchester or in continental Europe, it will be found that there 
is a considerable difference in the price in the world's market 
for those goods. The price is higher in America than it is else
where. 

Mr. TYSON. That may be true; I know nothing about those 
matters; I have had no experience with them; but I have 
never been able and have never been willing to sell anything in 
a foreign market cheaper than I could sell it here. · Others may 
do so, but I do not know about it. As a matter of fact, the 
tariff increases the cost of everything that is produced here, and 
that is the reason why we can not expqrt v_ery much. We have 
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to have some advantage here before we can export anything. 
When it comes to the coarser cotton, the coarser the yarn the 
coarser the goods, and the manufacturers of such goods have a 
better opportunity to sell abroad lrecause of the fact that it may 
cost foreign manufacturers a little more to produce them and, 
therefore, they perhaps can not sell them any cheaper than we 
can. As a rule, however, I think cotton manufactured goods are 
sold at the -same price here that they are old abroad. 

Of course, I see tllat what the Senator means is that fine 
goods are sold higher here than they are sold abroad. I will 
agree with him on that point ; but we do not ship the fine goods 
abroad in competition with those of other countries, because 
we can not afford to do so. They cost more here to make. 
Therefore they have to bring a higher price. Labor is higher 
here; everything is higher in this country, and therefore manu-

. factured goods can not be made as cheaply here as they can be 
made abroad. That stands to reason. Labor is so much higher 
here; that is the main reason why we can not manufacture here 
as cheaply as they can abroad. Only where there is mass pro
duction can we compete, as a rule, with the manufacturers 
abroad. We can compete in automobiles, because there is no 
such mass production anywhere else in the world as we have 
light here in automobiles. We can sell automobiles cheaper 
than anybody else in the world because we know how to make 
them so much better than anybody else can, and produce them 
in so much greater quantities. 

Mr. President, I understood the Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
McNARY] to say that no amendment could be offered at this 
time. I thought we were undertaking to perfect the debenture 
feature of the bill, and therefore that we could offer amend
ments. As I understood, the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
NoRRis] offered an amendment, and that amendment was put to 
the Senate and was adopted, in regard to the debenture plan. 
If we are going to perfect the debenture plan, it . seems to me 
we shall have to perfect it before the question is put to the 
Senate on the amendment of the Senator from Indiana [Mr. 
WATSON]. 

The PRESIDING OFF•ICER. The Senator's amendment is 
in order. Does the Senator formally offer it? 

Mr. ·TYSON. I desire to offer this as an amendment, and 
have it pending. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment offered by the Senator from Tennessee. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, my impression was that the 
Senator from Tennessee simply offered the amendment in order 
to have it pending when we come to vote on the debenture plan 

• to-morrow. 
Mr. TYSON. But I understand that the Senator from In

diana [Mr. WATSON] has moved to strike out the debenture 
plan. If it -should be stricken out, of course this amendment 
could not be in the bill; but the amendment might have some 
effect on·the vote on the debenture plan. 

Mr. SMITH. Does the Senator ask for a vote on it now? 
Mr. TYSON. I want a vote on it when it would be properly 

in order. I do not care especially to have it voted on now. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator's amendment is 

in order. The question is on agreeing to tile amendment. 
Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, the pending farm 

relief bill may be designated primarily as a measure to promote 
the organization and success of coop·erative farm-marketing cor
porations. It authorizes such to associate themselves, with the 
approval of a Federal farm board, consisting of 13 members 
headed by the Secretary of Agriculture, in a stabilization corpo
ration, one for each line of agricultural produce, to which loans 
from the Treasury may be made to the amount in the aggregate 
of $375,000,000; to acquire facilities for conducting their busi
ness, elevators, storage warehouses, and so forth, $50,000,000 ; 
to enable member associations to make advances to their mem
bers on account of products delivered to the association for 
eventual disposition, $25,000,000; and to meet obligations that 
may be incurred under a plan to insure farmers against decline 
in prices which the board is authorized to put into operation, 
$25,000,000-all of which loans and advances are to draw 4 per 
cent interest. 

The board may subsclibe for stock in the stabilization cor
porations to the amount .of $25,000,000. Cooperative associa
tions offer the hope that the middleman's profits will be elimi
nated to the advantage of both producer and consumer, and that 
losses in grading the farmers' prodncts, erroneously or cor
ruptly, will be avoided either wholly or approximately so. It is 
claimed, as a further melit of cooperative marketing, that inter
ested as they are in getting the highest price for their members, 
they force private buyers to offer more than they would other
wise bid, their operations thus inuring to the advantage of pro
ducers outside as well as those holding membership in the asso-

ciations, quite as nonunion laborers enjoy the benefits of in· 
creased wages and bettered conditions exacted by the unions. 

The bill, however, is intended further to meet the problem of 
an exportable surplus, and counts on the view that seasons of 
superabundance are followed by seasons of relative scarcity, 
it being adv-anced by its sponsors that the excess of any par~ 
ticular year, being held over to a succeeding season or possibly 
two or more seasons, can be disposed of at a price which should 
be satisfactory and which would justify the carry-over. At 
least it is argued that taking a considerable amount of a par
ticular commodity off the market in a season of plenty and low 
prices, looking to its disposal in a succeeding season, will 
enhance the price current when it originally comes on the 
market, and that, considering such enhanced price, the subse
guent sale will be without net loss. But there is always risk 
of loss, which will be borne by the cooperative associations and 
to a greater or less extent by their members or stockholders, 
while the outsiders who take no risks and bear no part of the 
expense share to no small extent in the stabilization venture. 

It is argued against the relief plan proposed by the measure 
that as those who stay out so share in the benefits accruing 
from the operations of the moperatives without incurring · the 
risk assumed by those who become members, relatively fe~ can 
be induced to join and they, one by one, tiring of can·ying the 
burden, withdraw, allowing the enterprise to collapse. The 
field of agricultural economics is strewn with the wrecks of 
cooperative associations that have thus come to an untimely 
end. It was in recognition of this peril in their path that the 
equalization fee, so called, was introduced as a feature of farm
relief legislation heretofore receiving the approval of Congress. 
It was a device to make membership in a cooperative enterprise 
compulsory, or, rather, by imposing a tax or charge upon all of 
a particular commodity going into the market to meet expenses 
and losses of the cooperative whose operations should be sanc
tioned by the farm board, to make it to the interest of all pro· 
ducers to join, that they might have a voice in the conduct of 
the enterprise. It was contemplated further by the earlier at
tempts at relief legislation that the organization corresponding 
to the stabilization corporation provided for in the pending bill 
should buy up so muc:q of the annual product of any particular 
commodity as would find foreign markets, thus raising the 
domestic price possibly to the !Unit of the tariff the excess 
to be disposed of in such foreign markets at pres~ably a loss 
to be made up through the equalization fee. _ It was repre
sented that three-fourths of our wheat crop being consumed at 
home, that part of the crop would be advantaged, while, as 
there would be a loss only on the one-fourth exported, a material 
gain to the producer would be the net result. 

As under the system now proposed there are no means by 
which the loss incident to a transaction of that character can be 
distributed over all producers, it offers no inducement to an 
effort to raise the price higher than would be waiTS.nted by a 
just expectation of being able eventually to dispose of the quan· 
tity purchased in any year to be held for more favorable condi
tions in a subsequent season or subsequent seasons. In other 
words, the present plan does not contemplate, as the McNary
Haugen bills did, giving to the farmer the benefit of the tariff 
on wheat and other products of which there .is regularly pro
duced an exportable surplus. 

It is an effort to give the farmer the benefits accruing from 
well-financed cooperative marketing associations and to promote 
efficiency in their management. It is a reasonable expectation 
that some substantial benefits will follow from the system pro
posed. 

Notwithstanding the unfortunate experience of many coopera
tive associations undertaking to handle agricultural products
and almost every State affords examples of such coming to 
grief, largely because not all who profit by their operations can 
be induced to join-they continue to grow in numbers and to 
transact a constantly increasing volume of business, now run
ning into billions. I ask leave to have printed as an exhibit to 
my remarks a bulletin on this subject issued by the Department 
of Agriculture last October. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

(See Exhib-it A.) 
Mr. WALSH of Montana. This bulletin, printed as an appen

dix hereto, gives the information that 11,400 such associations 
operating in the United States in 1927 transacted business to 
the amount of $2,300,000,000. Prominent among such are or
ganizations handling grain, fruits, and dairy products. 

In an article by J. F. Booth, senior agricultural economist of 
the Department of Agriculture, appearing in the March number 
of the Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social 
Science, we are told that the cooperative associations of the 
United States list 2,500,000 membe~s, whereas 50 years ago only 
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a few thousand farmerS belonged to cooperative marketing 
associations. 

The growth within the past 10 years has been marked. 
Considering the magnitude and the increasing volume of busi
ness transacted, the swelling number of associations engaging 
in the cooperative trade, and the constant accession of farm
ers to the membership of the associations, it must be con
cluded that, notwithstanding the dismal failures of which 
almost any Senator can speak, on the '1bole the movement 
has justified itself and that better returns to the farmers may 
be expected by marketing through cooperatives. Those who 
have paid any attention to the troubles that have beset them 
are not ignorant of the fact that tbe problem of finance bas 
not been the least of them. They must compete with elevator 
companies-speaking of wheat by way of illustration-and 
other dealers, l_ong established in the business, with practically 
unlimited credit and a reputation for successful trading to 
back them and, it may be assumed, a power in financial 
circles, which it would be contrary to what is known of human 
nature not to believe would be used to embarrass a competitor 
seeking banking accommodations. They must encounter the 
natural conservatism of the banking fraternity though it were 
not stimulated by rival interests. The opportunity to secure the 
necessary funds from the Gavernment at a low rate of interest 
ought to contribute materially to the success of the stabilization 
corporations contemplated by the bill, being associations of 
cooperative entities. 

Moreover, another weakness in the cooperative organizations 
has been in their inconsequential character in point of size 
in a world in which successful business is carried on by gigantic 
corporations and other organizations with huge accumulations 
of capital transacting business on a mammoth scale. To meet 
this situation the cooperatives have federated, and thus mate
rially strengthened their position. The stabilization corpora
tion, which is the central feature of the plan of the bill, is 
to be an aggregation of cooperative units, presumably repre
senting a substantial part, if not a majority, of the producers 
of the commodity or commodities, to market which is the main 
purpose for which the stabilization corporation is created. 
The size and resources of the institution will enable it to com
mand talent to handle its busi.ness in the most approved, up-to
date manner, so that, altogether, it will be launched under the 
most favorable auspices. 

There is, however, a _danger in the system that should not be 
minimized and .can not be ignored. The stabilization corpora
tion is to consist -of cooperative association members. The Fed
eral farm board may select one group of associations and 
certify them as the stabilization corporation for a particular 
commodity, and it may reject another group. The bill makes 
no provision for the admission to the stabilization corporation 
of associations other than those joining in the application that 
it be constituted. It does, indeed, require that the board be 
satisfied in advance of the character of the management, pre
sUlllably including the by-laws under which it is to operate; 
and it may be assumed that it would take care to see that all 
qualified organizations willing to unite are afforded an oppor
tunity to do so, and power is reserved to the board to control 
the by-laws, so that no change not approved by it can be intro
duced. But, as stated, the board is not required to extend 
equality of OIJP()rtunity to all qualified cooperatives to join 
and participate in the management and the profits should there 
be any. This, by the way, however. 

The significant thing is that the liability for losses is on the 
stabilization corporation, and on it alone. The stockholders or 
members assume no risk. Moreover, though the board might 
require as a condition of certification that a certain amount of 
capital be contributed by those seeking certification or by 
others later asking admission, it is not required to do so. In
deed, it would seem as though it was not contemplated that 
any capital should be subscl"i.bed by the incorporators, for the 
board is authorized to subscribe for stock in the aggregate in 
all the stabilization corporations to the amount of $25,000,000, 
in the language of the bill, " for the purpose of enabling a 
stabilization corporation to act as agent in marketing an agri
cUltural commodity acquired from its stowrnolders or members," 
not to assist it in so doing but to enable it to transact its busi
ness. It would appear, accordingly, that except as they may 
be required by rule or order of the board to contribute to the 
capital of the stabilization corporation, the members have no 
stake whatever in its success. 

If the venture results in a loss, they lose nothing; if dis
aster should overtake it, the Government may Jose its -loan if 

\it has loaned the corporation anything, and the investment it 
makes in- the stock of the corporation. If it succeeds to such 
an extent as to warrant a dividend, the Government may ge-t 
8 per cent on its stock if it has any. · 

The important thing is that, bringing no capital to the en
terprise, except as the board may by rule prescribe, the whole 
management of the business is intrusted to such officers as the 
cooperative association members may select. It is even pro
vided that the Government stock, should it have any, does not 
carry the right to vote. It is at least questionable whether 
when the risk of success is so largely assmned by the Govern
ment the management of the business ought not to be intrusted 
to the Federal farm board, or it be given a substantial repre
sentation on the board of directors of the stabilization corpora
tion, as it is on that of the Federal land bank. 

It may fairly be argued that the system invites or, at least, 
affords no sufficient safeguard against waste and inefficiency 
in the conduct of the affairs of the stabilization corporation, 
though the features contributing to its infirmity may, and it is 
hoped will, be corrected before the final passage of the bill. It 
is not, in my judgment, to be condemned though the debenture 
plan, for the institution of which the bill makes provision, be 
eliminated, as it is at some stage in the history of the legisla
tion generally believed it will be. I look to it to contribute, but 
only in a very limited degree, to meet the promises of both 
political parties to put agriculture on the same footing of 
prosperity as other industrial pursuits. It is not professed in its 
support that it gives to the farmer produdng a crop of which 
there is an exportable surplus the benefit of the tariff thereon, 
as it was the purpose of the McNary-Haugen bill to extend. 
It is not claimed that it will operate to elevate the price of 
wheat, for instance, making it approximate the level of the 
prices of commodities generally or particularly those the 
farmer must buy. Just how much advance in price may be 
expected from it or whether any may be expected is pure 
speculation. 

No such uncertainty would attend the inauguration of the 
debenture plan. It is exceedingly simple in its operation and 
evident in its effect. By the provisions of the bill the board 
is authorized, in its discretion, to direct the Secretary to issue 
to one who exports agricultural products a negotiable certificate 
in an amount equal to one-half the amount of the tariff that 
would be collectible on importation of an equal amount of the 
same commodity, or in the case of cotton, in the sum of 2 cents 
per pound on the cotton exported, which certificate, or debenture, 
as it is called, is receivable at the customhouses in payment of 
duties on any imports in lieu of cash. To illustrate: The tariff 
on wheat is 42 cents per bushel. If one should export 100,000 
bushels of wheat be would be entitled to · a debenture to the 
amount of $21,000. This be could sell to any importer to whom 
it would be as good as cash. 

Experts of the Agriculture Department testified before the 
committee that the maximum amount of debenture at all likely 
to be issued in any one year would not exceed $146,000,000, and 
probably would be much less. As the revenues from customs 
duties amount annually approximately to $600,000,000 there 
should be no difficulty in disposing of the debentures at little 
less than their face value. 

The producer will, should the plan go into operation, receive 
for his product the cunent price and the amount of the deben
ture, an increase in the case of wheat of 21 cents per bushel. 
Although he is not paid a bounty out of the Treasury, the effect 
is, in all respects, the same as if he were. Under the debenture 
plan the sum accruing to him never gets into the '.rreasury, and 
therefore the system is not open to constitutional objections that 
might, with success, be urged against the bounty system. In 
that regard it is quite like the protective tariff, which takes 
nothing from the Treasury; but if it is high enough to prohibit 
or curtail imports, it prevents revenues that would otherwise go 
jnto the Treasury from getting there. Like the protective tariff 
also it raises the price of the eommod.ity to the domestic pur
chaser. It enables the farmer to get an advance on what he 
would otherwise receive, not only on what is exported but upon 
all of the commodity be sells, for obviously be will not sell and 
need not sell in the domestic market for anything less than be 
would receive by exporting. 

Curiously enough, the plan which for some years has been 
sponsored and advocated by the National Grange finds its stout
est opponents among the devotees and even the outstanding 
beneficiaries of the protective tariff system. The President, 
representing in a peculiar manner that economic policy, sets 
forth 10 reasons why the system ought not to be sanctioned, 
every one of which can, as has been pointed out, be urged with 
equal force against a protective tariff. The New Republic em
ploys the deadly parallel column to enforce this truth, quoting 
the President's language in the one and, by a slight change in 
phraseology, applying the reasoning in the other to the policy 
of protection. A copy of the article referred to bas been, with 
the consent of the Senate, printed in the RECORD. 
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Conspicuous among the President's reasons are two whicb 

will serve the purpose of illustration. 
The plan will, he asserts, if put into operation, increase the 

market value of stocks on hand held by speculators and others, 
approximately $300,000,000. But if the tariff is raised on a 
multitude of commodities as proposed and on others without 
number as demanded by Grundy and the swarm of tariff 
hunters who have bedeviled the Finance Committee for the past 
month, the market value of their stocks on hand will similarly 
be increased. The President is unwilling to approve this form 
of relief to the farmer because thereby the market value of 
his products on hand will be increased, but he sees no objec
tion to increasing the tariff rates which will equally increase 
the market value of manufactured products so favored in, per
haps, a vastly greater amount. 

So, he asserts, the plan will stimulate production, thus in
creasing the surplus and aggravating the evil it is to remedy. 
But if the protective tariff raises prices and makes production 
more remunerative--and that is its purpose, and, no doubt, 
will be its effect-it likewise stimulates production, invites 
competition, and leads, it was once argued, in behalf of that 
policy, to lower prices, and it is only through combination and 
other stifling processes that prices do not come down. 

·The peril of greatly increased production is largely imaginary, 
the dread of it easily generated in the minds of those who want 
to get farm products at the lowest possible figure. An increase 
in the price of wheat of 21 cents a bushel need not be followed 
by feverish planting of that cereal. As will be shown, the price 
would even then be much below the price level of commodities 
generally. The relatively short crop of 1925 sent wheat in 
December to $1.855 in Chicago, but the yield in the following 
year was less than it was in the year preceding, though the 
average price for the 1925 crop was $1.416 as against $1.1198 
for 1926, $1.118 for 1927, and 97.2 cents for 1928. In other 
words, an increase in price of from 20 to 30 cents above normal 
resulted in no material increase in production. The area seeded 
in 1926 did indeed exceed that of 1925 by 4,000,000 acres, from 
which there has been a slight recession, but it still lacks by 
approximately 5,000,000 acres the seeded area prior to 1924. 

The uncertainty whether the debenture would be continued 
would operate as a check on expansion, and the board is re
_quired by tlie amendment heretofore adopted by the Senate to 
reduce the amount of the credit evidenced by the debenture as 
the estimated yield is swelled, if it should be. 

I confess to being in no degree enamoured of the debenture 
plan or any other plan amounting, as it does, to a subsidy to 
agriculture, any more than to any other industry, or what 
amounts to the same thing, to legislation by which the prices 
of particular commodities are artificially enhanced. Conditions 
may, however, justify a departure from general principles and 
they are such at the present juncture as, to my mind, impera
tively to requil:e that course in simple justice to agriculture. 

The price of everything, or nearly everything, the farmer 
buys is artificially raised by the tariff, his operating costs 
are enhanced by other legislation enacted by Congress, and it 
is now proposed still further to handicap him by increased 
duties on the necessities of his household and his business. 

The department of research of the Farm Bureau Federation 
estimated in 1923 that the net loss to agriculture from the tariff 
is $300,000,000 a year. How much greater will be the burden 
to be imposed upon him it is obviously impossible to compute 
or estimate, but that it will be considerable no one can doubt. 
If it is vocal at all, the desire to see the duties reduced on 
anything is drowned in the chorus of solicitations for further 
increases. So importunate and so unrestrained have been the 
demands as to provoke the indignation of Senators who never 
before balked at any duties, however high. 

The fiery denunciation by Jan1es G. Blaine of the McKinley 
bill of 1890, which brought about the defeat of his party, as 
he predicted it would, two years later, reflected the revolt within 
his party with respect to that measure. The Payne-Aldrich bill 
encountered the fierce opposition in the Senate of Dolliver, 
Cummins, La Follette, Beveridge, Bristow, Nelson, and Craw
ford, and was one of the major factors in the disruption of their 
party that resulted in its defeat in 1912. But they have no 
intellectual successors. 

The Republican representatives from the agricultural States 
have been silenced by acquiescence in their insistence on higher 
duties on the products of the farm. Three eminent economists 
on the faculty of the University of Wisconsin, without predilec
tions, so far as I can learn, either politically or on economic 
grounds, against a protective tariff, have been pursuing studies 
to determine how much the farmer gains and how much he 
loses by that policy as it is expressed in the laws of Congress. 
With accurate knowledge of what they say, as will be attested 

• 
by any Senator familiar to any degree with tariff legislation the 
following appears in an article released by them for public~tion 
on April 8 last : 

Tarifl's are always made up by logrolling. If one industry gets a 
high taritr, it does so by consenting that other industries may have a 
high tarifl'. Under the new arrangement everybody will join in the log
rolling, and nobody will be in opposition. Farmers have closed their 
mouths against high protection for manufactures because the manufac
turers have consented to high tariffs for farmers. 

In this game of logrolling the farmers will get what their representa
tives ask for. So wHI the manufacturers. If the farmers ask for a 
taritr that will do them no good whatever, then they are giving some
thing for nothing in this game of logrolling. This is evidently what 
they are d.oing on several of the farmers' crops. In tbe case of other 
crops a small number of farmers will gain, but the great majority of 
farmers will lose as consumers, ·along with other consumers. 

Their conclusions are based. upon statistical examination by a 
force of experts in agricultural economics of the university. 
What t~ey h.ave to offer in detail will be more appropriate in 
connection WJth the debate on the tariff legislation soon to come 
before the Senate, but it may safely be ventured from what they 
have thus far given to the public that their examination will 
lead to a conclusion not radically different from that arrived at 
in the inquiry conducted under. the auspices of the Farm Bureau 
Federaf:ion. Reference is here made to their work simply to 
emphasize the view expressed by them to the effect that heavier 
tariff burdens are to be put upon the farmer. However, they 
c~ attention to the fact that farmers themselves pay no incon
Siderable ~hare of the added cost of duties on agricultural prod
ucts, and illustrate by the duty on sugar, from which 3 per cent 
of the farmers realize about $43,000,000, and all the farmers pay 
$64,000,000, a net loss of $21,000,000. The farmer who raises 
wool may come out even, but the farmer whose principa,l crop is 
wheat gets no return, or practically no return from anythincr 
enjoying .tariff benefits. ' c 

.It .is rather sing~ar that there should be no opposition from 
Wit?m the. Re:pubhcan ranks to the proposal to increase the 
tariff, conSidermg the patriotic protests against earlier efforts 
in that direction referred to, and that the Democratic Party 
sho:aJd hav~ we~ened in respect to its traditional policy on the 
tanff. at this :par~Icular juncture, when so many economic factors 
combme to give It strength were it vigorously maintained. 

It was once maintained by the advocates of the protective 
system, wh~n ?ur cou?trY looked abroad for capital with -which 
to develop Its mdustr1es, that however it mi<>'ht b'e with a cred
itor nation, their .volley was the wise one f~r a debtor nation 
The situation is now reversed; we are the great creditor natio~ 
of the wo.rld, American capital having gone abroad, either in 
loans or mvestments, to the amount of upwards of $20 000-
000,000 on which interest and dividends must be paid if 'paid 
at all, in foreign goods. ' 

I~ was like~ise .urged that the policy of a high protective 
~ai~,. though It :ffiight ~e det:imental in an exporting nation, 
IS mdispensab~e m an I.IDportrng nation, and particularly one 
whose 1fldustries other, perhaps, than those concerned in the 
production of raw material, are undeveloped or in process of 
development. But the United States has become one of the 
greatest exporting nations in the world, speaking only of manu
factured .Pr?ducts, having no rival for supremacy save only 
Great Bntam. Our exports of manufactures of all kinds now 
approximate two and one-half billions annually, It was fur
ther advanced that a nation being a carrier by sea would find 
profit in a different policy, being interested in securing cargoes 
for its ships in and out of its ports, rather than that they 
shoul'd be deflected to more profitable trade elsewhere. Well, 
we have become a great carrying nation and have the same 
urge to provide profitable business for our merchant marine. 

Nevertheless and notwithstanding the considerations adverted 
to, in the light of the result of the late national election and 
the temper of Congress, no reduction in tariff burdens is to be 
anticipated and further increases are certain. 

Nor is there any prospect of any change of consequence in 
the immigration laws, one effect of which has been to limit the 
number of persons seeking employment on farms and conse
quently to enhance the wages of the farm laborers. Nor can 
any substantial reduction in freight rates be expected, though 
in time some relief may be anticipated from the development 
of our inland waterways and the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence 
project. 1\Ieanwhile, largely on account of the legislation of 
Congres~, the effect of which has been to enhance the price of 
almost everything the farmer must buy, he operates under a 
handicap that means ruin if his condition be not alleviated. It 
is . so far as the wheat farmer is concerned, indicated by the 
fact tba~, speaking ~s of April 27, 1929, on which day the in-
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formation was given me by the Department of Agriculture, at 
present prices the purchasing power of wheat is but 73 per cent 
of what it was in 1913, or rather for the 5-year period from 
1909 to 1913, inclusive. If the disparity were casual and ex
ceptional, the fact might not be of particular significance-it 
would probably be assignable to transient causes. But the con
dition of which it speaks so eloquently is chronic. Except for a 
brief period in 1924 and in 1925, when an exceptionally small 
crop was harvested, and again in 1927, wheat prices have been 
continuously below the level of the prices of commodities gen
erally since 1921, usually representing approximately 80 per 
cent of the purchasing power of that cereal in the pre-war 
period. 

All manner of investigations have been conducted within 
that time into agricultural conditions by the Congress, each 
house acting separately and both acting jointly, and by scien
tific and business organizations, all of which have told of the 
depressed state of agriculture and fortified that conclusion with 
evidence of the most indubitable character. It might be noted 
in this connection that the ailment is not confined to the 
United States. I attended some of the sessions of the economic 
conference at Geneva, called by the League of Nations in the 
summer of 1927, participated in by an exceptionally able dele
gation appointed by our Government, and was surprised to 
learn from the discussions that practically every country rep
resented was troubled with a similar problem and took occasion 
to acquaint the conference :with it in some detail. Its inquiries 
revealed that in 18 countries, including all the leading powers, 
the purchasing power of farm products had declined from 10 
to nearly 30 per cent, and that the decline in the power of 
marketed farm products, to pay for items of domestic con
sumption, was from 100 to 70.8 in the European group of 
countries and from 100 to 79.4 in the United States. In the 
final report of the conference appears the following : 

The economic depression in agriculture is characterized by the dis
equilibrium which has arisen between the prices of agricultural 
products and those of manufactured products • • •. 

The diminution in the purchasing power of agricultural population 
has reacted upon industrial production and is consequently one of the 
causes of unemployment, which, in turn, reduces the outlets for agri
cultural products. 

I regret very much, Mr. President, that the distinguished 
junior Senator from New York [Mr. WAGNER] and the able 
junior Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. WALSH], both of 
whom are intensely interested in the question of unemployment, 
both of whom represent constituencies dominantly industrial, 
are not in the Chamber that they might hear the conclusions 
which I have just stated of the conference in Geneva. 

It is quite evident, accordingly, that the influences which 
have operated to bring agriculture in the United States to its 
present low level are world-wide. They spring mainly from 
the transfer of political power from the populations dominantly 
agricultural to those dominantly industrial. In 1880 the rural 
population of the United States was 71.4 per cent of the whole 
people, in 1890 it had decreased to 64.6, in 1900 to 60, in 1910 
to 54.2, in 1920 to 48.6, and in 1925 to 45.6. Our present farm 
population, as distinguished from rural population, is less than 
25 per cent of the people of the United States. 

It is not strange that under these circumstances legislation 
should tend to promote the interests of the industrial classes 
and others interested in relatively cheap food and raw ma
terials, . nor is it to be wondered at that such stubborn opposi
tion to the McNary-Haugen bill and to the debenture feature 
of the pending bill, both designed to raiSe the price of farm 
products, and particularly of food products, should have de
veloped among those whose first concern is for the welfare 
of industries other than agriculture. It is significant that the 
bill under consideration, except for the debenture feature, pro
vokes no determined antagonism from that quarter, a fact that 
indicates the reasoned conclusion that there is nothing in it 
that promises to raise the price of farm products to the ultimate 
consumer or that will be likely to redound to the advantage of 
the farmer further than through the elimination of the profits 
of the middleman, including such as fiow from inaccurate or 
fraudulent gradings. 

It might be thought that the wheat farmer is amply cared for 
by the duty of 42 cents per bushel on his product, but no one 
possessing any measure of intellectual integrity and conversant 
with the facts ventures to assert that the duty is effective in any 
degree except in a small and indeterminable degree with r espect 
to the high-protein wheat produced in Minnesota, North Dakota, 
and Montana. The quotations in the markets of Minneapolis 
and Winnipeg during the months within which the great bulk 
of the crop is offered for sale have shown little disparity, if any, 
and for the perfectly obvious reason that under all ordinary cir-

cumstances the price in each is that prevailing in foreign mar
kets less the cost of transportation thither. The hard-wheat 
crop is but 26 per cent of the total of that cereal and the part 
of that grading high enough in protein to meet competition 
from Canada, our only competitor, it is impossible to determine, 
no figures being available to the Department of Agriculture. 

The economists of the University of Wisconsin, heretofore 
referred to, figure the average effectiveness of the tariff of 1922 
with respect to the class of wheat as to which it is effective at 
9.8 cents per bushel, no doubt much reduced in recent years, 
when most high-protein wheat is sold at a premium above the 
market. 

It is because of the hopelessness of securing relief for the 
farmer by the natural method, the modification of the legislation 
to which his plight is largely due, that I give my assent to the 
debenture plan, or, for that matter, to the bill in its other fea
tures. I have twice voted against farm relief measures that 
have had the approval of Congress, confident, after careful 
study, that the legislation was unconstitutional and that the 
equalization feature would afford an opportunity to bring it 
before the courts for adjudication as to the power of Congress 
to enact it. It was, accordingly, in my opinion, utterly futile 
and barred the way to relief that was imperative. At the same 
time, in voicing my opposition to the legislation referred to, I 
offered to vote for it should the equalization-fee feature be 
eliminated, and on one occasion proposed an amendment which 
would have had that result. The basic objec1:ion would not 
thereby be removed, but under an authoritative decision of the 
highest court it could not be raised, and the legislation would 
rest upon the same footing, sound or unsound, as that creating 
the Department of Agriculture and possibly another department, 
and the appropriations for many, if not most, of their activities 
universally accepted as within the scope of the powers of the 
Federal Government. 

EXHIBIT A 
SIGNIFICANT TRENDS AMONG AGRICULTURAL COOPERATIVES 

By Chris L. Christensen, in charge Division of Cooperative Marketing, 
U. S. Department of Agriculture 

Farmers' cooperatives made progress during 1928. To those who 
are in touch with the movement in its nation-wide aspects, this progress 
is more than encouraging. It indicates that cooperative organization is 
now a permanent factor in modern agriculture. The total business of 
11,400 farmers' associations engaged in marketing and purchasing of 
which the Division of Cooperative 1\farketing of the United States De
partment of Agriculture has record was $2,300,000,000 during 1927 
and was larger during 1928. Over 2,000,000 farmers in the United 
States are members of one or more cooperative associations. 

Volume of business, however, is only one mleasure of the success of 
the cooperative organizations. How well this business was carried on 
is even more important than how large it was. From the point of 
view of gains in efliclency and general stability, progress of the coopera
tive organizations is even more striking. The cooperatives of 1928 were 
incomparably better managed business organizations than those of 10 
years ago. The farmers of 1928 had a better comprehension of mar· 
keting problems and a better understanding of the aims and possibilities 
of cooperation than they had in 1918. In our contacts in the Division 
of Cooperative Marketing with managers and officials of cooperative 
associations we have definite evidence that they are gaining a clearer 
comprehension of their problems and that cooperative business is being 
carried on more and more in accordance with carefully developed plans 
and less and less by rule-of-thumb methods and guesswol·k. 

TRENDS DURING 1928 

Space will not permit detailed description here of the trends and 
progress of the various commodity groups in cooperative marketing and 
purchasing. Broadly speaking, however, there have been at least five 
developments of outstanding importance. First, a broader and clearer 
comprehension of cooperative marketing and purchasing has been de
veloped through educational methods not only among farmers but also 
among farm boys and girls in rural schools and in agricaltural col
leges. Second, the standardization of grades, packing, and trade prac
tices, which have resulted in marked progress during past years, has 
shown further progress during 1928. Third, increased operating effi
ciency has been effected from the application of better business methods 
and through obtaining a larger volume, thereby reducing the unit cost 
of doing business. Fourth, business practices have been adapted to 
needs of both producers and the market. And, fifth, the recent ten
dency toward cooperation among cooperatives has tended toward uni
fication within each industry or commodity branch of agriculture. 

COOPERATIVE MARKETING EDUCATION EXPA ' DED DURING 1928 

In addition to wide instruction in cooperative marketing and pur
chasing through public schools, universities, essay contests, farm bu
reau extension work, and farmers' schools, there has been a better 
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understanding of the importance of the local association as a unit of 
a larger marketing organization. Not only can local functions of 
assembling, grading, packing or processing, and shipping be performed 
economically by these local organizations, but they serve as a concrete 
link between the farmer and the marketing agency. They give him a 
first-hand knowledge of the operations of the cooperative with which 
be is connected and serve as training schools for farm leadership. 

STANDAllDIZATION PROGRAMS PROGRESSED DURING YEAR 

Farm products are graded and packed better to-day than ever before. 
Much of this improvement bas resulted from the operations of coopera
tive associations. The system of pooling adopted by most associations 
makes grading necessary in order to avoid inequalities among members. 
It follows from the practice of grading and pooling that each member 
is paid in accordance with the grade and quality of the p·roduct that 
he delivers. This, in itself, is of tremendous importance in encouraging 
better production practices and better handling of the product from lbe 
farm to the market. 

As a. concrete example, Land O'Lakes Creameries (Inc.) bas improved 
and standardized the quality of butter manufactured by the 425 local 
creameries that are members of this federation. Three years ago only 
51 per cent of the output of these creameries was of sufficiently high 
quality to be sold under " Land O'Lakes " brand, which is placed only 
on sweet-eream butter scoring 93 points or higher. In 1927, 72 per cent 
of the total output of these creameries met the high standards main
tained for Land O'Lakes butter. The Land O'Lakes Creameries have 
brought about this improvement by educational work and by a system 
of inspection which assists the creameries and the dairymen in main
taining this high quality. But Land O'Lakes Creameries bas done 
more than this. It has returned to the creameries and to the farm~rs 
market premiums for butter of high quality. Education is all very 
well, but unless a farmer can obtain the premium which the market is 
willing to pay for his product of superior quality it must be admitted 
that he bas little incentive to go to the additional expense and trouble 
necessary to obtain this quality. The successful cooperative associa
tions have definitely and permanently raised the quality and grade of 
the product which they handle, because they have returned to their 
members the premiums which the market is willing to pay for tb~se 

products. · 

BETTER BUSINESS METHODS AND !lARGER VOLUME I::-I'CREASED MARKETING 

EFFICIENCY 

As they have gained in experience and strength the cooperati\'"e 
associations have been able to make material savings in marketing 
expenses and have been able to eliminate wastes in marketing which 
formerly were a burden on the farmer. A large part of the savings 
arise from the volume of business which is handled by the large-scale 
cooperative organizations. Savings that arise from large volume of 
business may be obtained, of course, by private marketing agencies. 
However, because they are farmers' organizations, the cooperative ass'J
ciations are able to obtain, on an average, a larger volume of busines~ 
than privately owned competitors. Many instances might be cited where 
a cooperative bas handled, at material reductions in costs, business 
which was formerly carried on by possibly 10 or more independent 
dealers. 

There are also available many concrete examples of material reduc
tions in marketing costs. A reduction in packing charges of approxi
mately 10 cents per box was one of the first benefit~ to the orange 
growers who organized the California Fruit Growers' Exthange. Three 
Pacific coast poultry associations, ti ve years ago, organized a cooper a ti vc 
agency to represent them in the New York market. In 1927 these three 
associations sold over 1,200,000 cases of eggs through this agency, 
at a cost of less than 24 cents a case. Formerly it cost them 60 cents 
n crate to market eggs in the East through a broker. 

Reductions in marketing costs, important ns they are, are only a small 
part of the possible services of cooperative marketing associations. 
Systematic distribution, the development of new markets and new 
uses for the product, the manufacture in some cases of low-grade prod
ucts into by-products, and the use of advertising and other merchandis
ing aids in marketing are some of the accomplishments of the large
scale cooperative associations. A number of small competing marketing 
~~:gencies inevitably means waste and inefficiency, price cutting, and the 
attendant glutting of markets already oversupplied. Control of market
ing by a few strong organizations representing the grower has gener
ally resulted in more systematic distribution and the obtaining of maxi
mum returns under existing economic conditions for the product which 
they handled. 

What control of the marketing situation by a cooperative means to 
the producer is well illustrated by the Maryland State Dairymen's As
sociation. This association comes close to t?e 100 per cent sign-up, 
which is the goal of all cooperative officials. It does not use its power 
to unduly increase prices to the consumer. On the contrary, its officials 
believe that the welfare of the producer and the consumer are best served 
by a moderate stable price, which will give the efficient dairyman a 
profit and yet will not bring milk from distant regions to compete with 
that producctl locally. For more than two years dairymen supplying 

the Baltimore market have received, during every month of the year a 
price of 33 cents per gallon for milk sold as fluid milk. It a dairyman 
knows what his production will be, be may know what his income will 
be this month and next month. 

COORDINATION OF MARKETING ACTIVITIES AIDED PRODUCJm .!.ND MARKET 

One fundamental reason for the continued development of coopera
tive marketing is that it offers, under present conditions the most 
practicable means of coordinating production and marketin~. Market
ing problems in agricultut·e can not be separated from production. In 
fact, they grow out of production problems. If it were possible to reach 
~e ideal state under which we could obtain an adequate, but not exces
SIVe, S,?PPlY of farm products of desirable quality, graded and packed 
accordmg to known standards, marketing would become a relatively 
simple process. It could be carried on successfully by any agency, 
whether cooperatively or privately owned, which bandied a reasonably 
large volume of business and operated with modern efficiency. 

But such ideal conditions are seldom found in agriculture. Supply 
varies from year to year and from month to month, and is seldom co
ordinated with demand. There are wide variations in the quality, size, 
and shape of farm products, and standardization is obtained only by 
close attention to details. Consequently, agencies marketing agricultural 
products are working under the handicaps of uncertain supplies and 
lack of year-to-year uniformity in quality. Farmer owned and con
trolled cooperative associations are more than mere distributing agencies, 
for they also serve to link the farmer with his market. Unless a 
farm~r is a member of the organization that markets his products, he 
bas httle or no contact with market problems and little or no concep
tion of the kind, quality, and quantity of farm products which the 
market demands. He is frequently unwilling to cooperate with the 
private dealer. Furthermore, as has been mentioned already, under 
the cooperative system he usually re<!eives market premiums for quality, 
while under a noncooperative system he seldom receives such premiums. 
IIence, the member of a cooperative bas an economic motive for im
proving his production practices which other farmers do not have. 
Consequently, the cooperative associations, in so far as they have de
veloped to the point where they are able to offer the farmer a complete 
marketing service, are coordinating production and marketing. 

COOPERATION AMONG COOPERATIVES 

The trend toward centralization is illustrated by the way in which co
operative marketing and purchasing associations handling the same 
commodities are joining together into commodity tmde organizations. 
To-day 44 of the largest cooperative associations handling milk, butter, 
cheese, and other dairy products are linked together in the National 
Milk Producers' Federation. Within the past year several of the lead
ing wool cooperatives have formed tb~ National Wool Marketing 
Council. Thirteen of the livestock terminal cooperative agencies are 
working together in the National Livestock Producers' Association. 
This trend of cooperatives within the various commodity groups is in
dicative of the progress being made toward greater cooperation among 
the cooperatives themselves. 

The linking together of certain marketing functions through overhead 
agencies for the centralized control of selling, directing distribution 
to market, and grading and packing according to uniform standards 
increases the effectiveness of the local cooperative association. The 
state-wide cotton associations making up the American Cotton Growers 
Exchange this year have taken steps to have all sales made by branch 
offices operated by the exchange instead of by each association inde
pendently, as heretofore. A partial merger of two large butter
marketing associations also provides for similar centralization of sales. 
The farmers' elevators are interested in the development of terminal 
sales agencies. The livestock producers, of course, have m!).de tre· 
mendous progress in this direction-the combined business of 25 eo
operative agencies in the terminal livestock markets exceeded $300,-
000,000 dUiing 1928. 

During the last four years agricultural cooperative associations in all 
sections of the United States and the general farm organizations have 
worked together in a national educational enterprise--the American 
Institute of Cooperation. Within the last few mont11s the agricultuml 
cooperative associations, through their commodity-group organizations, 
have been considering and developing plans for a national organization 
of agricultural cooperatives which will assist in coordinating those 
marketing problems which are of interest to all farmP-rs' business organi
zations. Through this central body the cooperatives would be able 
to deal with protective, educational, legislative, and other similar 
matters of common interest to agricultural cooperati>e associations. 

1929 AND THE FUTURE 

A review of 1928 shows that the cooperative fol'm of business is 
peculiarly well adapted to the farming industry. It is inherently sound, 
and definite progress is being made in applying better busines · methods 
to the production and marketing of farm prodacts through cooperative 
associations. The outlook for 1929 is especially favorable, primarily 
because our knowledge of the essentials of successful cooperative organi· 
zation is continually increasing and because the number of farmers who 
appreciate the significance of the movement is growing. 
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1\fr. FESS. Mr. President, I have a communication from the 

P1·esident of the Grain Dealers National Association touching 
upon the pending legislation. I ask unanimous consent that it 
be inserted in the RECORD and that it shall lie on the table. 

There being no objection, the communication was ordered to 
lie on the table and to be printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

We desire to declare our approval of farm relief legislation along the 
lines that are economically sound and having as its purpose the relief 
of agriculture and its restoration to a degree of prosperity on a parity 
with that enjoyed by other basic industries. 

We are essentially concerned in distribution and in the mechanics of 
distribution, and believe that the existing system of receiving, handling, 
storing, and distributing the grain crops of the country, being the 
development of the trade over a long period of time, is not only efficient 
and expeditious but is effected at a minimum cost. Our members have 
in the aggregate many millions of dollars invested in these facilities, 
ranging from the modest country receiving station to the great terminal 
elevator reservoirs. We sincerely tender the use of this system and 
these facilities to promote the application of any plan that may be 

that they are sound economically, fundamentally, are practicable, and 
will hasten the restoration of agricultural propriety. 

Finally, we submit that material relief may be obtained by the usa 
o! private capital in providing facilities for . storage, pr-ocessing, and 
distributing many items of farm produce. We have in mind particularly 
perishable products. There is no dearth of capital seeking remunerative 
employment. Naturally it hesitates to enter into any adventure in 
which the Government may become a ~ompetitor. We do not apprehend 
that the Government will so far invade the field of private business 
as to engage directly in the buying and selling of farm products. How
ever, we do feel that the Congress of the United States should determine 
its policy and make unequivocal statement of its intention, to the end 
that private capital may be encouraged to enter into certain forms of 
investment and financing that may prove of material aid to agriculture 
as an industry. 

Respectfully submitted. 

APRIL 10, 1929. 

GRAIN DEALERS' NATIONAL ASSOCIATION, 

A. S. MACDONALD, President. 

evolved, but we earnestly request that you neither recommend nor Mr. HOWELL. Mr. President, during his remarks in the 
approve any innovation that will destroy or materially depreciate the Senate yesterday, the able Sen.ator from Kentucky [Mr. 
value of this investment. B.A.RKI..EY] very properly questioned the criticisms directed 

Our membership is composed largely of individual operators and stock against the farmer because of his indulgence in the movie and 
companies, in many of which farmers have a substantial share. We joy riding. The reference recalled to my mind a spirited 
also enroll a number of cooperative associations. Each group is legiti- defense of the husbandman made by an eminent English clergy
mate and is rendering a service that is adequate and necessary. We man 140 years ago. You see the struggle of the agriculturist 
consider that equal rights and opportunity to all is a fundamental against his lot is not of recent origin. This clergyman cata
American principle, and nsk that this be recognized in pending or pro- logued the reasons cited by the critics of the husbandman 
posed legislation. We make the plea that any advantage or favor for his unfortunate condition of that day. Of course these 
granted by farm relief legislation to distributors, or organizations <>f I critics did not include the movie habit but they did charge the 
distribution, shall likewise accrue to the benefit of all classes of owner- husbandman with scorning potatoes three times a day and 
ship and shall be as accessible to the individual or stock company as indulging in the extravagance of eating wheaten bread. Neither 
to the cooperative organizations. did his critics refer to joy riding but they did point out that 

Our association in the consideration of all legislation has always bankruptcy necessarUy yawned for husbandmen who squandered 
taken the position that any plan proposed must be sound economically : their substance upon the luxury of drinking tea. Indeed, history 
that any proposal based on unsound principles would inevitably result repeats itself, but seemingly on different planes. But, Mr. 
disastrously, and might well be compared to a house built on the sand. President, extravagance is not the root of the farmers' pHght. 
This we hold to be fundamental and vital. As the Senate is aware, the American farmer, generally 

For this reason we are compelled to oppose any price-fixing plan. speaking, pays more than the European peasant for what he 
We view any legislation so conceived as contrary to sound fundamental buys, and receives less than the European peasant for what be 
economic principles. Overproduction would naturally result, with all sells. As a consequence, based on the average price of grains 
its attendant ills, and again make"Decessary deflation, an operation from in this country and Europe for the three years ending with 
which agriculture is now slowly and painfully emerging. 1927, it bas required twice as much corn here, in the United 

We believe, however, that there are sound economic remedies which States, to buy a straw hat as in that portion of Europe where 
may well be considered and which will aid the producer. corn is raised ; two and one-third times as much barley to buy 

Agriculture is entitled to, and should receive, all possible aid from a ton of structural steel shapes ; two and one-half time as much 
the tariff. Large quantities of farm products and substitutes for farm rye to buy a box of double-strength window glass; and three 
products are imported which could be profitably produced under suitable times as much oats to buy a 100-piece dinner set of white china, 
protection, and which would employ millions of acres of land now pro- undecorated. 
dttcing unprofitable cr·ops which are of necessity uow force·d on foreign Omaha, my home city, has developed a great grain market. 
glutted markets. It exports wheat to Europe. It costs, for transportation alone, 

A large and well-organized research department under the Depart- about 30 cents to deliver a bushel of wheat at channel ports 
ment of Agriculture to discover new industrial uses for farm products on the other side. Thus, it must be evident that the price of 
would, we believe, go far toward developing profitable markets for many wheat there is at least 30 cents higher than at Omaha, unless 
commodities now burdensome. Such an organization would likewise no the exporters are losing money, which, of course, they are not. 
doubt find a use for many waste products estimated to aggregate 140,- Yet, as I have stated, the Ameri_can farmer pays more than 
000,000 tons annually. Science and chemistry have solved many in- the European peasant for what he buys. Yes; and, generally 
dustrial problems and, we believe, could materially aid in the farm speaking, the American farmer receives from a quarter to a 
solution. third less for what be sells. 

If domestic requirements can be developed to a point wherein produc- Is it to be wondered that the farmer complains of economic 
tion is met or balanced by consumption the farm problem would be inequality? Is it remarkable that there are those who are 
solved. Tariff-and research, we believe, will go far toward accomplish- apprehensive that the farmer is on the road to peasantry? 
ing that desired end. Congress has the power to correct this inequality, because it 

In the revision of the tariff we urge that it be confined to agricultmal is due to a maladjustment in the distribution of wealth in this 
schedules, inasmuch as the coming special session of Congress is to country-that wealth accruing each year to our people and con
consider particularly farm problems. stituting the national income. The farmer is not getting his 

"We suggest that further land reclamation projects be deferred until share of that income. Congress can correct this injustice, mas-
such time as there is need for increased production, and that these much as the distribution of the national income is in accord 
projects be regarded as agricultural reserves for the use of posterity. with what society decrees. Economists are agreed upon this 

.As a very important factor contributing to farm relief we earnestly proposition. We also know this is true because we know that 
recommend that freight rates on farm products destined !or export be the distribution o:t such wealth has been different in different 
lowered substantially, and that these reduced export freight rates be ages and is different in the various countries of the world to-day. 
made to apply from points of origin. We most heartily indorse favor- Hence Congress, the instrumentality of our portion of society 
able attitude of President Hoover toward the development of our inland appointed to express its decrees, can alter the distribution of 
waterways. Low transportation costs, and especially as applied to ex- wealth in this country for the benefit of the farmer. It has 
poL't shipments, are most important. Our grain values on surplus crops exercised its power to do this for others on many occasions. 
are determined by the prices that can be obtained in foreign consuming The Adamson law of 1916 is an example of such legislation. 
markets, based on competing quotations from other countries, Jess Congress decreed an 8-hour day with 10 hours' pay for employees 
transportation and handling charges. Reduced export freight rates in the transportation industry. This increased compensat\on of 
will maintain domestic values on a correspondingly higher level, and 12% per cent per hour was not paid out of the United States 
we believ~. is worthy of much consideration. ' Treasury, but was ultimately passed on to the public, thus 

These suggestions have had the indorsement of our membership tn tbe diverting into the pockets of railway operatives a portion of the 
annual conventions of 1927 and 1928. We realize that they do not national income whi-ch they could not have otherwise enjoyed 
offer a perfect solution nor a cure-all for all 1lls, but we are convinced and thereby decreasing the net income of others. Restriction 
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of immigration has similarly operated ·to the advantage of labor 
through the elimination of immigrant competition, thereby affect
ing the distribution of the national income. 

In 1920 the railroads appealed to Congress for a larger por
tion of the Nation's income. The Esch-Cummins law was the 
result, decreeing the maxlmum rates fixed by the Interstate 
Commerce Commission as minimum rates also. This was price 
fixing pure and simple and eliminated all competition in the 
transportation industry. Through this act of Congress huge 
sums have been di\erted from the national income into the 
treasuries of the railroads that could not have otherwise been 
enjoyed, with the result of a prosperity never before experienced. 
Read and compare stock-market quotations of the past 10 yeaTs. 
They indicate the advantages which Congress can confer when it 
bas the will to do so. Since early in our history we have been 
enacting tariff laws enabling the manufacturer to charge a 
higher price for his goods to our people than otherwise pos~ible, 
thus enabling the diversion of vast sums from the national 
income through such congressional action and favor. 

Therefore, as Congress has the power to act and .there are 
ample precedents for such action, all that is necessary in this 
emergency is the will of Congress to do so, the genius to devise, 
and the courage to act. 

It may be urged that the farmer is already the beneficiary 
of the use of t.his power because of the tariff schedules with 
which he has been favored. True ; but the result of the farmer's 
tariff schedules has been far different from that in the case 
of the manufacture!', as we know and as the facts I have enu
merated demonstrate. Why is this so? It is because the tariff 
enjoyed by our manufacturers does two things. It affords a 
largely exclusive market in this country for their goods. This 
was claimed as practically the sole end of the tariff in the early 
years of our history. Now, however, there is another end-a 
price level above the world market, maintained at the top of the 
tariff wall. 

It was early urged t.hat the tariff would not increase the p-rice 
of protected goods because of competition behind the tariff wall. 
This argument has long be~n forgotten. There is now no such 
effective competition, if there ever was. Combinations and 
mergers have utterly changed the situation through the reduc
tion of the number of concerns producing in the different lines. 
Voluntary cooperation for the maintenance of price levels and 
the insurance of profits have thus been rendered possible. 
To-day there are but 20 concerns engaged in the manufacture 
of steel. A noonday luncheon of steel magnates suffices for an 
understanding as to production and plices. There are but 00 
concerns manufacturing window glass in this country, a number 
which presents no serioos obstacle to the development of volun
tary cooperation for the elimination of competition. There are 
only nine concerns engaged in the manufacture of the type of 
cbinaware to which I have previously referred. Straw bats 
are produced by but 19 concerns. There is only one corporation 
in this country producing aluminum, and that is a monopoly 
protected by the tariff. 

But bow is it with the agricultural industry? There are 
6,300,000 farm concerns in this country, among whom voluntary 
cooperation for the control of production and the fixing of 
prices is all but impossible. Every farmer is in unrestricted 
competition with his neighbor. As a consequence, though the 
farmer enjoys a la rgely exclusive market for his products in 
this country, he is unaple to keep the prices of his products at 
the top of the ta1iff wall, as in the case of the manufacturing 
ihdustries. Hence why he is asking for legislation, and hence 
why Congress has been called into extra session. As I have 
before stated, Congress has the power to correct this situation, 
provided it bas the will to do so, the genius to devise, and the 
courage to act. 

Right here, Mr. President, let me read the major promise in 
the agricultural plank of the Republican platform. It closes 
the plank; it includes everything that bas been said before 
and more: 

The Republican Party pledges itself to the development and enact
ment of measures which wUI place tbe agricultural interests of America 
on a basis of economic equality with other industries to insure its 
prosperity and success. 

There is no mistaking the language. It does not make any 
difference what method we adopt, if we do not afford economic 
equality we have failed to live up to this platfonn, to the 
promise which we have made the farmer; and inasmuch as 
the Congress can alter the distribution of wealth-the national 
income of this country-to such degTee as to afford economic 
equality, then there will be no excuse if the method we adopt 
fails, except failure. 

What is necessary to accomplish economic equality for the 
farmer may be arrived at with more or less accw:acy in dollars 

and cents. The national income is about $80,000;000,000 per 
annum. In the neighborhood of 23 per cent of our population is 
on the fanns. With these premises, a pro rata allocation would 
entitle the farmers to about $18,500,000,000. At the present time 
the farm income is e~;,;timated at $12,250,000,000. It has been as 
high as $15,700,000,000. I am confident it will be agreed that it 
should be increased at least $2,000,000,000 above what it is now, 
or to a total of about $14,250,000,000 ; and, Mr. President, that 
would be a billion and a half dollars less than what it has been 
in the past. 

Mr. BROOKHART. Mr. President--
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Nebraska 

yield to tbe Senator from Iowa? 
Mr. HOWELL. I do. 
Mr. BROOKHART. I should like to call the Senator's atten

tion to thjs fact: Out of the tweive billions, or such a matter, 
of gross products of the farm, 27 per cent, according to the 
Agricultural Department's report, remains on the fann to oper
ate the farm as feed, seed, work animals, breeding animals, and 
so forth, and can not be converted into income, and must remain 
there year after year. If those things are sold or disposed of 
at all, they must be replaced, perhaps even at a higher cost · 

Mr. HOWELL. I will ask the Senator from Iowa if it is not 
a fact that the income of the farm should be increased at 
least $2,000,000,000 a year to insure economic equality? 

Mr. BROOKHART. I had a much higher figure than that 
in mind. I had about double that amount in mind in order to 
give the farmers something like equality with other industry. 
Of course, not all industry is prosperous. One hundred and 
seventy-seven thousand corporations, 40 per cent of the total, 
have operated at a loss since 1922, I believe-r am not quite 
certain about the year. But, even making allowance for that, 
the ones that are prosperous are the big combinations, of 
course; and if we average the whole thing, I had in mind 
that we would need to increase the farmers' income four or 
five billion dollars to give them the average income of the 
industries of the country. But I bad the national income 
higher than the Senator bas it. I bad it $90,000,000,000, those 
being the figures used by the President; and I think they are 
more accurate as the present-day figures, though I think the 
Senator's figures would represent about the average of the last 
10 years. 

Mr. HOWELL. Mr. Presiden( I have tried to be conserva.: 
tive in my estimate. In niy opinion, we can not afford eco
nomic equality to the farmer without increasing the farm 
income in this country, on a basis of present production, 
$2,000,000,000 a year. Based upon these estimates, the prob
lem before Congress is bow to divert from the national income 
two additional billions into the pockets of the farmers. The 
method proposed in the House bill and in the Senate bill, 
exclu ive of the debenture featm·e, is for the farmer to develop 
voluntary cooperation, to the end of controlling agricultural 
production and maintaining a price level such as will give 
him an increased income of $2,000,000,000 per year. 

It is urged that whereas voluntary cooperation bas not been 
successful in the past it shall be rendered successful through 
the creation of a Federal farm board equipped with a revolving 
fund of $500,000,000, with authority to loan it to farmers' 
cooperatives and stabilization corporations. 

Mr. President, I wish to call attention to the fact that this 
board is equipped with no governmental authority. If there 
were a philanthropist in this country who should name a boar·d 
and lay down in the deed of trust or organization the same 
premises that are to be found in the Senate bill, and place at 
the command of the board $500,000,000 for the benefit of agri
culture, that board would have power and opportunity to do for 
the farmer all that the Federal fann board, created under this 
bill, will have power to do. We are not clothing this board with 
great power. We are not authorizing it to fix prices, as we 
authorized the Interstate Commerce Commission to do for the 
railroads-not at all. 

Mr. BROOKHART. Mr. President--
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Nebraska 

further yield to the Senator from Iowa? 
Mr. HOWELL. I do. 
Mr. BROOKHART. On that proposition I should like to ask 

the Senator who he thinks will fix the prices for the farmers 
under this bill-how their prices will be determined? 

Mr. HOWELL. They are to be determined by the farmers 
themselves, if they are able to do it. This bill provides that 
the farmers shall do everything for themselves; that this board 
shall be merely advisory, with power to loan $500,000,000. 

Mr. BROOKHART. Then the price will be fixed in the same 
way that it is now; the farmer will take what they offer him 
in the foreign market? 

Mr. HO}VELL! ~ am fea!ful that is ~o; but I hope. 
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Mr. BROOKHART. And if this bill stabilizes farm prices 

it will stabilize them at the low foreign level rather than at any 
cost-of-production level? 

Mr. HOWELL. I have never held that by any practicable 
legislation that we might enact the farmer could be assured of 
a higher price for his surplus; but I have held that ina~much 
as he pays United States prices for what he buys~ it 1s _the 
duty, as it is the power, of Congress to afford hrm Umted 
States prices for his products consumed in this country. 

Mr. BROOKHART. I understand the Senator's position; 
but let us take cotton, for instance. The cotton surplus amounts 
to about 65 per cent of the exportable cotton Of the whole world. 
If that were financed and withheld from the world market, 
could it not be sold at an asking price, instead of being dumped 
for what is bid at the present time, and would not that improve 
the world price itself? 

Mr. HOWELL. I feel that orderly marketing can do a 
great deal for cotton. Probably it is all that can be - done 
unless we should adopt a tariii for cotton, even though no cot
ton is imPQrted into this country, and then raise the price for 
our home consumption, as we would have raised agricultural 
price levels in this country through the operation of the 
McNary-Haugen bill had it become a law. 

Mr. BROOKHART. The manager of the Canadian wheat 
pool stated that the savings were only from 2 to 4 cents a 
bushel in reducing the cost between producer and consumer, 
but he estimated that they had stabilized the world market 
itself to some extent; and if the United States could join 
Canada we would have from 60 to 65 per cent of the exportable 
wheat of the world, and by financing and withholding that we 
could get an asking price for wheat and improve the world 
market, instead of selling at what they bid us now. What 
does the Senator think about that proposition? 

Mr. HOWELL. With sufficient funds and the control of 65 
per cent of the world's production there is no question about the 
possibility of increasing the price level of wheat, at least for a 
period of time. 

Mr. BROOKHART. That is exactly what Mr. Hoover did 
through the Wheat Corporation during the war; and after the 
war, in 1919, Mr. Barnes did the same thing again, and sta
bilized the price, raised it up to the $2.26 level, by simply 
financing and buying and holding the surplus wheat. That was 
done at a time when the allied countries had combined to force 
down the price of wheat, and when they still maintained the 
German blockade so that we could not sell to Germany, and 
when it was a harder proposition to :fight than it would be in 
ordinary peace times. 

Mr. HOWELL. However, I feel that we enjoyed certain 
advantages at that time, among others the absolute necessity 
of the Allies obtaining wheat, that aided in stabilizing the 
price as it was stabilized. 

Mr. BROOKHART. I know ; but for 4 months and 13 days 
after the armistice they maintained the German blockade and 
shut us out of Germany when. the people of that country were 
really starving, and in that way the market that demanded 
our wheat was closed to us, and at the same time they were 
in combination with one buyer to force down the price of wheat, 
and it was necessary in the case of the 1919 crop to buy and hold 
$300,000,000 worth of wheat. 

Mr. HOWELL. But, Mr. President, we enjoyed peculiar 
advantages at that time. We were not only furnishing the 
wheat to be purchased but we were furnishing the money with 
which to purchase. 

:Mr. BROOKHART. Yes, 1\Ir. President--
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Nebraska 

further yield to the Senator from Iowa? 
Mr. HOWELL. I do. 
Mr. BROOKHART. But, in reference to that proposition, Mr. 

Hoover asked and got an appropriation of $1,000,000,000 to 
handle that wheat for the Wheat Corporation alone. There is 
no such authority, however, in this bill. There is no authority 
to determine the cost of production. There is no authority to 
bid the cost-of-production price. There is no authority to do 
anything except to do what Shylock did-lend money to these 
cooperatives. 

Mr. HO.WELL. 1\Ir. President, it is made clear in the two 
bills-the House bill and the Senate bill--that the farmer is to 
do the job of increasing the price level of his products himself. 
That is, he is to utilize this borrowed $500,000,000 so as to in
crease his annual income, assuming present production, $2,000,-
000,000 a year; and if he fails to do so, we have failed to afford 
him a method of securing agricultural equality. In other 
words, with every dollar borrowed of this $500,000,000 he is to 
make $4 per annum, not merely this year but each year here
after. If he fails, then we will have failed tQ provide real 
farm relief. 

Does any Senator here believe that the farmer will be able to 
do this? The skilled financier would find it difficult indeed to 
achieve such a result with a smaller sum of money in any line. 
It means that to succeed the farmer must make 400 per cent 
per annum on his borrowed capital. I am frankly apprehensive 
of the result. Possibly it is because I do not understand. Cer
tainly it is beyond my experience. 

Here is an industry, and that industry is to be mobilized, and 
is to be loaned $500,000,000, about 4 per cent of its present . 
annual income; and it is e~pected to utilize that $500,000,000 so 
effectively that it will return 400 per cent per annum. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ne

braska yield to the Senator from Montana? 
Mr. HOWELL. I yield. 
Mr. WALSH of l\fontana. My attention has been diverted, 

and I was not able to follow the argument by which the Senator 
reached that conclusion. Will he be kind enough to restate it? 

Mr. HOWELL. I pointed out that in order to afford agri
culture equality, it would be necessary to adopt legislation that 
would divert from the national income into the pockets of the 
farmer, annually, at least $2,000,000,000, based on present pro
duction. Thereby we would raise the farmer's income from 
$12,250,000,000 to $14,250,000,000, whereas he has already en· 
joyed a maximum income of $15,700,000,000. 

The Senator from Iowa feels that $2,000,000,000 is not as 
much as is necessary to afford agricultural equality, but, to be 
conservative, I have adopted that figure, and I submit that the 
plan proposed is this, that this industry borrow $500,000,000, 
and then, by its own genius and ability, increase its gross in
come $2,000,000,000 a year, and more if present production is 
increased. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. - As I understand the Senator, his 
proposal is that this bill falls far short of putting agriculture 
on the same plane with other industries, and in order to reach 
that result it would be necessary that the $500,000,000 thus 
borrowed from the Government should produce annually 
$2,000,000,000 in order for agriculture to reach a parity. 

Mr. HOWELL. That is my position. 
Mr. BRATTON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. HOWELL. I yield. 
Mr. BRATTON. I am curious to know how the Senator 

arrives at the figure $2,000,000,000 as being the required in
crease in the income to the farmers of the country in order to 
put them on a parity with other industry. Will the Senator 
be kind enough to state that briefly? 

Mr. HOWELL. There has been a reduction in the number 
of farm operators since 1919. In that year the farm income 
approximated $16,000,000,000. I established a proportion and 
arrived at the figure of about $14,000,000,000. However, this 
proportional method is not essentially correct, because those 
who have left the farm were those who were least aiding in 
production, and the capital, especially in their lands and build
ings, is still largely in the industry. 

I feel that two billion is conservative, and I can not under
stand how it will be possible for the farmer by himself, with
out the aid of any special governmental power, by the mere 
borrowing of $500,000,000, to increase his income $2,000,000,000 
a year; in other words, malre 400 per cent upon his borrowed 
capital. We know that ordinarily if a man makes 10 per cent 
on his capital he is doing well, and that if he makes 15 per 
cent upon his capital he is an exception, indeed. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. 1\fr. President, will the Senator 
yield further? 

:Mr. HOWELL. I yield. 
Mr. WALSH of Montana. I share the ol.Jscurity of mind of 

the Senator from New Mexico, though, with respect to how the 
Senator arrives at the conclusion that the returns to the farmer 
must be increased $2,000,000,000 annually in order that the re
turns to agricultJire shall be on a parity with the returns to 
other industry. 

Mr. HOWELL. Mr. President, if we afforded an additional 
$2,000,000,000 a year, it would increase th~ income of the 
farmer something more than $300 per operator in tilis country, 
and as a general proposition, I submit to the Senator from 
Montana, if we did as much as that, we would not be affording 
more than agricultural equality in this country. 

Mr. BRATTON. Mr. President, I do not know that I un
derstood the Senator accurately, but if I understood him cor
rectly a while ago he said this, in substance, that in 1920 the 
income to the farmers was $16,000,000,000, and that since then 
it has been reduced to $14,000,000,000. 

Mr. HOWELL. Twelve billion two hundred and fifty million. 
Mr. BRATTON. And the Senator is using 1920 as the time 

at which agri-culture was on a parity with other business, and 
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be is using the decrease in the income to agriculture since 1920 
as the spread which must be covered through an adequate bill 
that will put agriculture on a parity with other industries. Do 
I understand the Senator substantially correctly? 

Mr. HOWELL. Yes; that is substantially correct. Neces
sarily there are many assumptions in this estimate, but I have 
endeavored to state concretely what we have to do, what the 
problem is, before Congress. I wanted to express it in dollars 
and cents. Assume the sum necessary only a billion dollars; 
then the farmer must make 200 per cent upon his borrowed 
capital. 

As a consequence I feel that we should be fortified with an 
additional method for achieving the result we have in mind, not 
compulsory, but optional, that may be utilized should the pro
posed method fail to meet expectations. Hence, though the 
debenture plan included in the Senate bill is not my choice, yet 
as it seems that no other alternative bas any chance of adop
tion, I shall vote to retain this debenture feature in the bill. I 
am strongly moved to do this because of the testimony of the 
experts of the Department of Agriculture before the Senate 
Committee on Agriculture. It is stated in that testimony that 
Germany adopted such a plan in 1894, suspended it during the 
war, but promptly readopted it following the war; that such 
a plan has also been put into effect by Sweden, and that its cost 
to the United States Treasury, based upon present production, 
would probably be less than $150,000,000. 

I am little moved by the argument that the elevation of the 
price level of agricultural products, which would certainly 
result from the use of the debenture plan, would increase 
production. This is because agricultural relief can not be 
afforded without raising the farm price level. Therefore, if our 
efforts in behalf of the farmer are successful, by whatever 
method, the problem of increasing production will have to be 
faced. I shall support the Senate bill should the debenture 
feature be excluded. It will indeed mark the beginning of 
agricultural relief, and I trust will be effective far beyond my 
expectations. 

Mr. HEED rose. 
Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I desire to be recognized, and 

if the Senator from Pennsylvania wishes to make a motion, 
I will give-way for that purpose. I desire recognition so that 
I may discuss the farm-relief question to-morrow morning. 

DEATH OF REPRESENTATIVE JOHN J. CASEY 

l\lr. REED. Mr. President, I ask the Chair to lay before the 
Senate resolutions from the House of Representatives now on 
the table. 

1:he VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair lays before the Senate 
resolutions from the House of Representatives, which will be 
1·ead. 

The Chief Clerk read the resolutions, as follows: 
House Resolution 40 

Resolved, That the House has heard with profound sorrow of the 
death of Hon. JOHN J. CASEY, a Representative from the State of 
Pennsy 1 vania. 

Resolved, That a committee of 35 Members of the House, with such 
Members of the Senate as may be joined, be appointed to attend the 
funeral. 

Resolved, That the Sergeant at Arms of the House be authorized 
and directed to take such steps as may be necessary for carrying out 
the provisions of these resolutions, and that the necessary expenses in 
connection therewith be paid out of the contingent fund of the House. 

Resolved, That the Clerk communicate these resolutions to the Senate 
and transmit a copy thereof to the family of the deceased. 

Resolved, That, as a further mark of respect, this House do now 
adjourn. 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I send to the desk the following 
resolutions and ask that they may be read, and I ask unanimous 
consent for their present consideration. 

The resolutions (S. Res. 56) were read, considered by unani
mous consent, and unanimously agreed to, as follows: 

Resolved, That the Senate has heard with pr<>found sorrow the an· 
nouncement of the death of lion. JoHN J. CASEY, late a Representative 
from the State of Pennsylvania. 

Resolved, That a committee of six Senators be appointed by the Vice 
President to join the committee appointed on the part of the House 
of Representatives t<> attend the funeral of the deceased Representative. 

Resol1.led, That the Secretary communicate these resolutions to the 
House of Representatives and transmit a copy thereof to the family of 
the deceased. 

Resolved, That as a .further mark of respect to the memory of the 
deceased the Senate do now take a recess until 11 o'clock a. m. 
to-morrow. 

'l'he Senate thereupon (at 5 o'clock p. m.) took a recess until 
to-morrow, Wednesday, May 8, 1929, at 11 o'clock a. m. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
TuEsDAY, May 7, 191NJ 

The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., offered 

the following prayer: 

Not unto us, 0 Lord, not unto us, but unto Thee be honor and 
glory for ever and ever. We bless Thee for life lived here and 
now. Let the divine fingers sweep over the harps of our souls, 
and do Thou keep them in tune with the Infinite. May their 
music be good thoughts, aspirations, and loves--these all-won
derful realities and fine nobilities. Anything that cheapens man
hood, that fetters it to earth, and stands in the way of its 
essential freedom and its moral worth, do Thou defeat and 
destroy. We thank Thee for the power not ourselves that makes 
for righteousness. Establish the work of our bands this day, 
and praises be unto Thee in the timeless glory of an unaging 
heaven. Through Jesus Christ our Lord. Amen. 

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and 
approved. 

DISTINGUISHED VISITORS 

Mr. TILSON. Mr. Speaker, I rise to make an announcement. 
We are honored to-day in having as visitors to the House of 
Representatives a group of distinguished representatives of our 
Pan American sister Republics. In the diplomatic gallery to 
my right sits the Commission of Inquiry and Conciliation of 
Bolivia and Paraguay. There are nine members of this com
mission, two from each of the countries directly concerned and 
five from neutral nations. These gentlemen and those assisting 
them, with representatives of our own country, are in the diplo
matic gallery. I take pleasure in presenting them to the House. 
[Applause.] 

UNITED STATES INTE&ES~BEAJUNG DEBT 

Mr. WINGO. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my remarks in the RECoRD. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Arkansas asks unani
mous consent to extend his remarks in the REcoRD. Is there 
objection? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. WINGO. l-lr. Speaker, under leave of the House to ex

tend my remarks I present a tabulated statement of the interest
bearing obligations of the United States outstanding on April 1, 
1929, classified by type of issue, and also a separate statement 
tabulating the amount of interest-bearing debt payable or re
deemable each year. 

The statements are as follows: 
Interest-bear·ing obligations of the United States outstanding on AP1i' 1, 

1929 
CLASSIFIED BY TYPE OF ISSUE 

Bonds: 
2 per cent consols of 1930---------------------
2 per cent Panama Canal loan of 1916-HIR6 ____ _ 
2 per cent Panama Canal loan of 1918-1938 ____ _ 
3 per cent Panama Canal loan of 1961 __________ _ 
3 per cent conversion bonds of 1946--47----------
2¥..! per cent postal savings bonds ______________ _ 

Total-------------------------------------

First Liberty loan of 1932-47 coupon rates from 3¥..! 
per cent to 4:14 per cenL------------------------

41,4, per cent fourth Liberty loan of 1933-38 _________ _ 

Total --------------~---------------------

Treasury bonds : 
4:14 per cent bonds o! 1947-52------------------4 per cent bonds of 1944-54 _____ _: _____________ _ 
3%, per cent bonds of 1946-56------------------
3% per cent bonds of 1943-47------------------
3% per cent bonds of 1940-43------------------

Total Treasury bonds _______________________ _ 

$599,724,050 
4 ,954,1 0 
25,947,400 
49,800,000 
28,89-1,500 
16,887,180 

770,207,310 

1,939,149,400 
6,284,034,100 

8,223, 183,500 

758,984,300 
1,036,834,500 

480,087,100 
493,037,750 
359,042,950 

3, 136,986,600 

Total all bonds----------------------------- 12,130,377,410 

Treasury notes : 
3Ih per cent notes, series A. B, C, 193(}-32 ______ _ 
4 per cent adjusted service., various maturities 

1930-34-----------------------------------

2,333,034, 800 

517,800,000 
4 per cent civil service retirement fund, various 

maturities 1931-33-------------------------- 90,200,000 
4 per cent Foreign Service retirement fund, 1933- 529, 000 

-------
Total Treasury notes-----------------------

Treasury certificates of indebtedness: 
Various issues, all payable in 1929, coupon rates 

from 4:14 per cent to 4%, per cent_ __________ _ 
Savings certificates ---------------------------

Total Treasury certificates-------------------

2,941,563,800 

1,840,739,700 
33,984,498 

1,874,724,193 

Total interest-bearing debL------------------ 16, 946, 665, 40S 
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Amount of interest-bearing debt payable or redeemable each yeatr 

Year Payable Redeemable Total 

1929 ! ______________________________ $1,840,739,700 ---------------- $1,840,739,700 
1930.------------------------------ 619, 524,050 $2,333,034, 800 2, 952, 558,850 
1931.______________________________ 154,700,000 ---------------- 154,700,000 
1932------------------------------- 2,470, 834.800 1, 939,149,400 4, 409,984,200 
1933_______________________________ 168,529,000 6, 284,034.100 6, 452,563,100 
1934.------------------------------ 127, 700, 000 ---------------- 127, 700, 000 

~g~== ============================= -----48;954;180- ================ ------48;954;180 
~~~== ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: --6; 309;9si; soo- :::::::::::::::: ---6;309; 9si; soo 
i:~== ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: :::::::::::::::: ----359;042;950- -----uii;o42;950 
194L ___ -- __ ----------------------- ---------------- ---------------- ----------------

~~~== ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ----359;042;950- ----49a;oa7;750- ---~-~~:~::1 
1944 _________________________ . ______ ---------------- 1, 036,934,500 ' ' ' 

~e=============================== ==~:~i:~i:~= ----~~~~-~- ---~~:~~::1 1948.------------------------------ ---------------- ---------------- ----------------
1949.------------------------------ ---------------- ---------------- ----------------
195() __ - ---------------------------- ---------------- ---------------- ----------------

ig~k: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ----;;ss: 984;300- :::::::::::::::: -----758:984;300 

~~~=:: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::: --i;o3ii;s34:soo· ================ ---r,-036;834,-500 
~~~==: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ----489;087;1oo- :::::::::::::::: -----489;087; ioo 
1957------------------------------- ---------------- ---------------- ----------------
1958.------------------------------ ---------------- ---------------- ----------------
1959.------------------------------ ---------------- ---------------- ----------------

~~ri~~~~~~t~iii~i========== ~~~~~~~:~:~~ :::::::::::::::: ------~:~~ 
1 From April 1. 

ORDER OF 'BUSINES8--THE TARIFF 

Mr. GARNER. Mr. Speaker, with the permission of the 
gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. HowARD], as well as the gen
tleman from Mississippi [Mr. RANKIN]-! have not been able 
to find the gentleman from Georgia-! ask unanimous consent 
to occupy the floor for 10 minutes. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Texas asks unani
mous consent to proceed for 10 minutes. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker, permission is granted. [Laugh

ter and applause.] 
Mr. GARNER. Mr. Speaker, ladies and gentlemen of the 

Hou e, I have asked your indulgence for 10 minutes in order 
that I may make inquiry, in the form of a statement, of the 
majority leader, the gentleman from Connecticut, as well as 
the Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

I understood from the chairman of the Ways and Means 
Committee yesterday that he expected to introduce the tariff 
bill to-day, and I know that copies of the bill and report h~ve 
been sent to the offices of the various Members. I quened 
the gentleman from Oregon yesterday as to what his intentions 
were for the consideration of this proposed bill. He was unable 
to give me any information but said that the leaders would 
determine the question of consideration. 

I want to call the attention of the Republican side of the 
House particularly to the method to be adopted for the con
sideration of this bill, and I want to plead with you, if I may, 
for a degree of fairness in the consideration of the bill. 

The Ways and Means Committee has spent four months in 
the preparation of this bill, and I do not see any reason why 
the House of Representatives, consisting of 435 Members, 
should not take ample time to consider the bill, as the commit
tee has evidently taken unlimited time to frame it. I do not 
know what the gentleman from Connecticut [Mr. TILSON] or 
the gentleman from Ohio, the Speaker of the House, may have 
in mind concerning a special rule to consider this bill. If they 
have in mind a rule to cut off the right of the membership of 
this House to offer amendments, I want to appeal to your fair
ness not to adopt it. I want to ask you why should you adopt 
a rule for consideration of this legislation, the greatest piece of 
legislation that will come before the Seventy-first Congress, 
which would deprive Members of an opportunity to offer amend
ments. 

Now, I know the Speaker of the House and the gentleman 
from Connecticut will say, " Oh, we are afraid." That is the 
first thing you will hear them say when you ask them to con
sider it under the rules of the House. 

They will say, "We are afraid." .Afraid of what? Surely 
you are not afraid of this little handful of Democrats, when 
you have a majority of 104 on your side of the House. Do you 
Republicans know whom they are afraid of? They are afraid 
of you Republicans. That is what is the ll1atter. [Laughter 

and applause.] These gentlemen have no confidence in you, and_ 
they are afraid of you. 

Now, the gentleman from Oregon would not want t{) say he 
did not want us to consider his bill under the 5-minute rule, 
because he thinks this a perfect piece of legislation and that it 
is a beautiful baby. It probably has a yellow ribbon around its 
neck at the present time, since that is the western style, y{)~ 
know, in May, for babies of this kind. 

The gentleman from Oregon [Mr. HAWLEY], when I asked 
him yesterday, declined to say whether he would ask for a 
rule, but he said he was going to put the odium of a rule on the" 
leaders. I asked him who the leaders were, and the Speaker: 
of the House of Representatives, having s_ome doubt about it, 
said his time had expired. [Laughter and applause.] 

Are you afraid to let the House of Representatives expres~ 
itself upon the provisions of this bill? 

Mr. TILSON. I am not afraid to let the Members on this 
side express themselves. [Applause.] · 

Mr. GARNER. Well, then, give them an opportunity, if you 
have confidence in your side of the House, with your majority 
of 104 and only 163 on the Democratic side. With that condition 
existing surely you are not afraid to let us offer suggestions, 
are you? 

Mr. TILSON. I am not afraid of this side. 
Mr. GARNER. Well, are you afraid of the Democratic side, 

with only 163 Members and with your majority of 104? 
1\Ir. TILSON. No; I think we shall be able to take care of 

them. 
Mr. GARNER. If you are in earnest and you have a piece of 

legislation you can defend, all I ask you to do is to give us a 
fair opportunity to consider it. Will you do it? I yield to the 
gentleman to answer. · 

Mr. TILSON. We shall give as full opportunity as has ever 
been given in the House of Representatives. 

Mr. GARNER. If you give us that opportunity, that is aU 
we want, "Q,ecause that will give an opportunity to offer an 
amendmenf to every paragraph in the bill. [Applause.] That 
is what it will mean. 

We gave you an opportunity in 1913 to offer an amendment to 
every paragraph in the bill. 

Mr. TILSON. But the gentleman does not tell•the whole 
story, does he? 

Mr. GARNER. Well, I have told this much of the story
you had an opportunity to amend every paragraph in the bill. 

Mr. TILSON. I shall tell the remainder of the story when 
I take the floor. 

Mr. GARNER. I am perfectly willing for the gentleman to 
tell the rest of the story. 

When I think of the Speaker of the House of Representatives 
and the gentleman from Connecticut [Mr. TILSON], with their 
majority of 104 in the House of Representatives, quaking in 
their boots, fearful of the tremendous power they have on their 
own side, afraid they can not wield or control it, it makes me 
think that there must be something yellow, from a legislative 
standpoint, about these two gentlemen. It is a piece of cow
ardice--legislative cowardice--to deprive 163 Members of the 
privilege of offering amendments when you have a majority 
of 104. 

You are college-bred men. They taught you, sir, fair play 
when you were at Harvard. Why do not you practice it here? 
[Laughter and applause.] We ask for nothing but fair play. 

You have deprived the min01ity membership of this House 
of an opportunity for representation on the committee that 
framed this bill, and I expect to show in this Chamber by a 
map and by demonstration that less than one-fourth of the 
peopl€ of the United States have been represented in the framing 
of this bill, and yet you Republicans are going to cut off three
fourths of them from an opportunity of offering amendments if 
you follow this leadership. 

It is unfair, it is un-American, it is not sound legislative 
policy, and it ought not to be adopted by this House. I appeal 
to the fair spirit of the Republican membership; I appeal to 
your patriotism, your love of the House of Representatives that 
you came here to honor, do not take away from yourselves the 
opportunity for fair colli3ideration of this bilL 

I took the floor this morning because I know the insidious 
manner in which the Speaker will call you into his office and 
tell you how essential it is to tie your hands before you start 
to fight. [Laughter.] I know his work. He is more artful 
than the gentleman from Connecticut [Laughter.] I fear him 
more. 

I want to appeal to you to consider the question thoroughly. 
'Vhen you go back to your constituencies and they ask you why 
you did not offer an amendment to this paragraph or to that 
paragraph, do not tell them you did .not have the opportunity. 
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If you do, you will be misrepresenting your position and oppor
tumties. You have the opportunity, if you do not take it away 
from yourselves by adopting a rule that will prevent you from 
offering amendments to this bill. 
' we only ask an opportunity for fair consideration of the bill, 
.an opportunity to express ourselves and to offer amendments. 
,Vote them down if you desire-and you probably will-but we 
ought to have this slight privilege under the rules of the House 
of Representatives. [Applause.] 

:Mr. TILSON. 1.\Ir. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to pro
ceed for five minutes. 
. The SPEAKER. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. TILSON. Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from Texas· is 

always amusing, usually entertaining, and sometimes gives us 
food for thought. On this occasion he may have done the latter 
'for those of the newer Members who do not know the gentleman 
from Texas so well and who are not so well acquainted with 
procedure in this House. 
. In the first place, a fair opportunity is going to be given for 
the consideration of the tariff bill. There is no disposition 
anywhere, so far as I know, to do ·otherwise. 

Tariff bills are somewhat different from other bills, because 
of the multiplicity of items that such bills contain. There are 

tseveral thousand items in this bill. From time immemorial, so 
!far as anyone here is concerned, tariff bills have been considered 
·either under special Iules or under conditions framed by our 
!friends on the Denrocratic side that were equally as potent as 
1 any rule that could possibly be passed, as I shall presently show. 

Let us take the bill of 1913 as an illustration. In the Sixty-
third Congress the Democrats had a lru-ger majority, consider

; ably larger, than the Republicans now have. What was the 
·procedure then in the consideration of the Underwood bill? 
I In the first place, the general rules of the House were changed. 
/There was written into the rules a paragraph which provided, 
in effect, that no amendment should be in order unless it be 

:germane, not to the bill or to the paragraph alone, but to the 
particular item to which it was offered, making it next to 
~impossible to offer any desirable amendment that would be 
germane to the particular item under consideration. It would 
seem that .this should have been sufficient, but the leaders of 

1
the gentleman's party at that time were not satisfied with this 
gag. It was necessary to tie the hands of the Democrats by a 
still stronger tie. 

The next move was to call their Members into caucus, as was 
the custom in those days, and I believe still is the custom with 
our friends, the Democrats, and proceed to bind the members of 

1 that party to the pledge that they would vote for no amend
~ent whatever coming from without the committee. 

So it came to pass that members on the Democratic side sat 
still and beard amendments for which they would have been 
rejoiced to vote offered on the floor, ~nd yet when a division 
was called for they rose en masse in Committee of the Whole 
to vote against the amendment under the instructions and the 
pledge of their caucus. What is the use of offering amendments 
if two-thirds of the Members of the House are solemnly pledged 
in advance to vote against them, whatever they may be? This 
is the Democratic way of considering· a tariff bill. [Laughter 
and applause.] 

So for day after day the gentleman from illinois, lllr. :Mann, 
offered amendment after amendment and they were voted down, 
regardless of whether the Members on the Democratic side 
wished to have them agreed to or not. 
· Mr. GARNER. Will the gentleman yield for a question? 

:Mr. TILSON. Yes. 
Mr. GARNER. Will you give us an equal opportunity? 
Mr. TILSON. Ob, that is not our way of doing things. 

[Laughter.] 
:Mr. GARNER. It is our way to give an opportunity to offer 

amendments--just give us the same opportunity. 
Mr. TILSON. We meet in conference and try to iron out our 

honest differences, but we do not put a gag upon ourselves. We 
do not bind ourselves. [Applause.] 

Mr. COLLIER. Will the gentleman from Connecticut yield? 
Mr. TILSON. Yes. . 
Mr. COLLIER. I understood the gentleman to say a few 

moments ago that it was almost impossible in the consideration 
of the Underwood bill to offer an amendment by reason of a 

, rule which had been adopted with respect to germaneness. 
Mr. TILSON. Yes. 
Mr. COLLIER. My recollection is that one afternoon the 

then leader on the minority side, 1tfr. Mann, offered about 50 
or 60 amendments, and the gentleman himself has just said that 
1\Ir. Mann repeatedly offered amendments. How does the gen
tleman reconcile the statement that it \WS impossible to offer an 

amendment when the gentleman has just stated that his leader 
repeatedly offered amendments, and we all recall that one 
afternoon the gentleman from Illinois, 1\Ir. Mann, whom we 
all thought so much of, offered at least 50 or 60 ru:P,endments? 

Mr. TILSON. The gentleman from illinois, Mr. Mann, was 
very adroit and resourceful in the preparation of amendments 
that would withstand points of order, and he was able, in spite 
of the drastic rule then in effect-which has been since re
pealed-to fra~e quite a number of amendments that got by the 
very stringent rure · of germaneness, and w·ere voted upon. But 
in any event, when amendments came to a vote they were ruth
lessly voted down by the Democrats under the pledge made in 
caucus. [Applause.] 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Connecticut 
has expired. The Chair, under the order of the House, recog
nizes the gentleman from Nebraska, Mr. HowARD, for 15 
minutes. 

F .ARM RELIEir 

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
revise and extend my remarks. Further I ask unanimous con
sent for the privilege of having the Clerk read a small bill which 
I shall discuss. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Nebraska asks unani
mous consent to revise and extend his remarks in the RECORD. 
Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker, I come before my fellows of the 

House this morning in an earnest desire to perform a duty. In 
memory I listened this morning once again to the remarkable 
tribute to duty paid by a master of logic and eloquence in this 
House long years ago--Daniel Webster-who said that-

. Sense of duty pursues us ever. It is always present like the Deity. 
If we take to ourselves the wings of the morning and fly to the utter
most part of the sea, duty performed or duty violated is still with us 
for our happiness or for our misery. 

I come in the best sense of that sentiment, I think, this morn· 
ing, Mr. Speaker, and I come bearing a mission, as does every 
Member of this House, to perform a specific duty here. That 
mission was given to me, and to each of us, by the platforms 
of the political parties with which we are ~ffiliated-the duty 
of accomplishing legislation in behalf of agriculture. 

I do not speak this morning from the standpoint of a partisan. 
I recall how it was during the presidential campaign that I told 
my home people that whether Governor Smith should be elected 
or whether Herbert Hoover should be elected as President, if 
either of them should have a plan for legislation to aid agricul
ture I would support that plan if it should not be offensive to my 
principles. 

Well, here I come, and I find President Hoover with a plan. I 
think be ts honest and earnest in the belief that that plan will 
be of value to agriculture. I do not find everything in the 
Hoover farm bill that I would like, and yet I voted for it. · 

Now I come not as an obstructor of the program as framed 
in that bill, but rather as a helper of it, and I present to the 
House my own plan-not a plan of farm legislation, generally, 
but a plan to aid the Hoover farm bill in carrying to the 
country that thing for which all of us have been pleading 
through the years--orderly marketing. 
· Now, in harmony with the permission granted me, I will 

ask the Clerk to. read, outside of my time, a very small bill 
which I have introduced. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. BAcoN). Without objec
tion, it is so ordered. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
II. R. 1914 

A bill to promote the orderly marketing of farm products through the 
construction and operation of Federal warehouses for the reception 
and storage of farm products 
Be it enactec~, etc., That it is hereby declared to be the policy of the 

Congress to promote the orderly marketing of farm products, so that 
the present system and fact of disorderly marketing of farm products 
may be done away with. To that end the Secretary of Agriculture is 
authorized and directed to forthwith construct, maintain, and operate 
Federal warehouses at strategic localities; to receive, store, insure, and 
otherwise preserve in as good condition as when received any ant! all 
farm products of la.<;;ting character, such as wheat, cotton, corn, rye, 
oats, and barley, which producers may desire to deposit in any Federal 
warehouse. 

SEC. 2. The Secretary of Agriculture shall have full power to pro
mulgate rules and regulations for the storing of farm products in 
such warehouses; to issue to each depositor of farm products a Federal 
warehouse receipt showing the accepted grade of any particular grain 
or cotton, and the number of bushels or pounds; and deliver at any 
later day to the depositor, or upon his order, an equal amount of 
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grain or cotton of same grade, upon surrender of the original warehouse 
receipt therefor. 

SEC. 3. The Secretary of Agriculture shall construct forthwith, main
tain, and operate as many Federal warehouses as in his judgment 
may be necessary to receive and store the estimated volume of grain 
and cotton which producers may present for storage ; and thereafter, 
if in his judgment the need shall appear, he shall construct, maintain, 
and operate additional warehouses for the purposes herein stated, 
when a survey of need shall show the necessity for such additional 
warehouses. 

SEc. 4. The Secretary of Agriculture shall have sole power to fix 
fees to be charged to depositors of grain and cotton in Federal ware
houses, together with the fee for issuance of a warehouse receipt for 
grain or cotton deposited · therein. 

SEC. 5. The Secretary of Agriculture, in the operation of such 
Federal warehouses, shall not be subject to any provision of the inter
state commerce act, as amended, nor to regulation in such operation 
by the Interstate Commerce Commission, nor shall he be subject to 
the provisions of the United States warehouse act, as amended. 

SEc. 6. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated, out of any 
money in the United States Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the 
sum of $42,000,.000 for the construction, maintenance, and operation 
of such Federal warehouses as the Secretary of Agriculture shall see 
proper to construct, maintain, and operate. 

Mr. McKEOWN. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. HOWARD. I will. 
Mr. McKEOWN. Will the gentleman explain what advan

tage this bill would have over the provision that cooperative
marketing associations may borrow money from the revolving 
fund for the construction of warehouses and storage rooms 
when necessary? 

Mr. HOWARD. My briefest reply would be this-that this 
plan is simple, and the other plan is complicated. That is my 
briefest explanation. Under the terms of the bill here proposed 
any citizen might carry his corn or cotton or wheat to a 
Federal warehouse, receive a receipt for a stated number of 

. pounds of the grade of the farm produce, after officially graded 
by Federal warehouse officials. 

If I had time I would like to show you the result of some 
of my investigations touching 47 years of marketing of farm 
products in America. 

Mr. CRISP. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 
1\Ir. HOWARD. Yes. 
Mr. CRISP. Under the bill the gentleman provides that 

when grain, cotton, and so forth, are stored, the owner shall re
ceive a receipt showing the number of pounds of cotton or 
bushels of grain, and so forth, so stored, and that when the 
depositor desires a return he shall be returned a like amount, 
pound for pound of cotto~ and bushel for bushel of grain. 

Mr. HOWARD. Yes. 
Mr. CRISP. Who is going to take charge of the loss by 

reason of shrinkage in the weight of cotton? 
Mr. HOWARD. Naturally the owner would take that loss, 

if there should be any. I would think that would be the proper 
way, but my great thought of the extreme value of this legisla
tion is this. We all admit that our present system of marketing 
is disorderly. How can we have an orderly system of market
ing at the present time, when 8 out of 10 of the producers of 
farm products are required through circumstances to carry 
their crop immediately to market following the harvest? 

Mr. McKEOWN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. HOWARD. Yes. 
Mr. McKEOWN. I can see where this bill might be of 

value in view of the fact that we limited the power of the 
board in the bill which we passed so that they can not buy 
facilities except for dairy products. It might be that the bill 
the gentleman has might become very necessary. 

Mr. HOWARD. I thank the gentleman for the interruption, 
because I am always satisfied that I can make a better speech 
if intelligently interrupted, as I have been~ and I hope there 
will be more of it. I want to get the attention of the country 
focused ipon this great need. I do regard it as a great need. I 
have caused examination of the record for 47 years to be made, 
and I declare to you that the investigation shows that during 
those 47 years there have been only 2 years when the average 
product of the .farm did not carry a materially better price at 
some time during the year than it carried at or near harvest, 
when all of the producers, or most of them, were compelled to 
throw their products upon the market. 

Mr. SEARS. Mr. Speaker, may I ask the gentleman a 
question? 

Mr. HOWARD. Yes. 
Mr. SEARS. Over and beyond the suggestion of gentlemen 

who have propounded the questions to the gentleman from 
Neb-raska, does he think there might be a special value to this 

kind of legislation in connection with the prospectively growing 
barge service? 

Mr. HOWARD. I do. 
Mr. SEARS. Will the gentleman explain that a little, if he 

has the time? 
Mr. HOW AR.D. I do think that this will be particularly 

valuable to the rapidly growing barge service, which I hope to 
see developed to some extent on the Missouri River, at least 
as far north as Omaha and Sioux City, during the next three 
years, and which I think will be, under the promise of the new 
Secretary of Agriculture, who seems to be a fine human being, 
who has splendid interest in the development of our inlfind 
waterways. 

Gentlemen might ask me why I have not provided in this bill 
for spedfic locations of the Federal warehouses, but I want 
to leave all of that to the good judgment of the Secretary of 
Agriculture. He is commissioned with the burden of making a 
success out of this bill. I would particularly like to see some 
of these first Federal warehouses constructed upon the water
ways, of course, and they should be, because there is going to 
be the greatest need for them. 

Mr. CRISP. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. HOWARD. Yes. 
Mr. CRISP. I would like to get the gentleman's explanation 

as to this: As I read the bill, it would place the Government 
directly in business, operating its warehouses in~ competition 
with private warehouses. What are my friend's views as to 
that? 

Mr. HOWARD. I am perfectly willing that my Government 
shall go into any private business at any time when the general 
needs of the country demand that operation. Quite generally 
I am opposed to goyernmental interference with private business 
of any kind, but I ask the gentleman from Georgia if he knows 
of any way under the present marketing system where a citizen 
can go to a private warehouse and get a warehouse receipt 
which will be acceptable among his fellows- generally as good 
for the return of so many pounds of cotton or so many bushels 
of grain of any kind on demand? I know of nothing of the kind. 
That is what I am trying to create in this bill. 

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. HOWARD. Yes. 
Mr. HASTINGS. As I understand from the gentleman's bill, 

these receipts will be negotjable, or they could be used as col~ 
lateral by those who store the products. 

Mr. HOWARD. Of course, these receipts will be negotiable, 
and the beauty of the system here proposed lies in the fact that 
these Federal warehouse receipts would become in a sense an 
addition to the volume of the circulating medium in our coun
try. and if you will study, and I presume you have, the history 
of agriculture throughout the years, you will have discovered 
that always the value of agricultural products has b€en high 
or it has been low in measure as the volume of circulating me~ 
dium has been high or low. 

1\ir. BRAND of Georgia. Mr. Speaker. will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. HOWARD. Yes. 
Mr. BRAND of Georgia. In the gentleman's study of this 

case, has he taken into consideration the advisability of making 
these receipts eligible .for rediscount in member banks of the 
Federal reserve system? 

Mr. HOWARD. I have not gone into that at all. I do not 
think I ought to inject it into this bill. However, I am offer~ 
ing the bill to the House, and at our December session I want 
to hear it disc~ssed very earnestly, and amended, if need be, 
in any manner to make it a better bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman 
from Nebraska bas expired. 

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
the gentleman from Nebraska may have 10 additional minutes. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the re-
quest of· the gentleman from Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. . } 
Mr. LOZIER. Mr. Speaker, will the ·gentleman yield? 
Mr. HOWARD. Certainly. 
Mr. LOZIER. The Canadian grain trade is very highly and 

intensively organized. They have several thousand private ele
vators. I understand that the Canadian Government has con
structed and owns and operates between 25 and 30 large termi
nal elevators for the storage of wheat, and they are not in 
competition with the private elevators. And, may I say further, 
apropos of the gentleman's bill, that Canada is very largely 
taking the grain trade of the Orient, through· the operation 
and work of what is known as the Canadian Grain Commis
sion, and is operating and functioning through a system of 
governmental elevators, which hold millions and millions of 
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bushels of wheat, on the plan indicated by the gentleman from 
Nebraska? 

Mr. HOWARD. The gentleman's statement is very enlighten
ing, and it does seem to me sometimes, gentlemen, that the time 
has arrived when we as Americans ought to quit boasting of 
our superiority over our Canadian friends until we have learned 
to put agriculture more on a parity with other industries, as 
Canada has done in many dir~ctions. 

Mr. HALSEY. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. HOWARD. Certainly. 
Mr. HALSEY. I have been in the grain business for the 

past 25 years. I have been much interested in the proposition 
of the gentleman from Nebraska and in his general warehouse 
plan. I have before me a card, under date of April 30, which 
shows that there is a difference in the protein content of wheat 
and a difference of value of 28 cents on the same grade this 
particular day, as quoted by an outstanding commi.ssion bouse 
of Kansas City. Is it a part of the gentleman's plan that the 
receipt shall show the per cent of protein content? 

Mr. HOWARD. I take for granted that our Secretary of 
Agriculture, having at his command all the chemically inclined 
gentlemen and all the scientific experts necessary, can deter
mine the protein content, and he might in his wisdom provide 
for just such a receipt as the gentleman proposes. But I have 
not thought it best to deal with any detail in this . bill; none 
whatever. I am only laying down a general principle of need, 
as I understand it ; need for a warehouse system which will 

. give us orderly marketing instead of disorderly marketing. 
Mr. LINTHICUM. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield 

there? 
Mr. HOWARD. Yes. 
Mr. LINTHICUM. I am deeply interested in the question o:f 

private elevators. Under the gentleman's system would the 
farmer be able to deposit grain in those warehouses and have 
them issue receipts under an agreement with them? 

Mr. HOWARD. Not unless they were designated as Federal 
1warehouies. When we come to the consideration of the bill in 
December, if the gentleman wants to offer an amendment pro
viding that the Secretary of Agriculture shall make a deal 
with the private warehouses under the terms of which they 
shall be considered in fact as Federal warehouses, although 
remaining in private hands, that will be all right with me. 
I am in favor of accepting any reasonable amendment. I want 
to get the legislation started. 

Mr. HALSEY. 1\fr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield again? 
Mr. HOWARD. Yes. 
Mr. HALSEY. I have here a copy of the law of the State of 

Missouri covering grain warehouses in that State. It comprises 
a book of 37 pages, dealing with the conduct of these ware
houses. Does the gentleman propose in his bill that the Secre
tary of Agriculture shall determine all the details connected 
with the public-warehouse system which the gentleman is seek
ing to accomplish? 

Mr. HOWARD. The design of the author of this bill is to 
present the principle here and have it enacted into law in har
mony with the judgment of this Congress, and then trust the 
Secretary of Agriculture to issue instructions to depositors, not 
in a book of 26 pages, but within a small compass, incorporating 
all the details that it may be necessary for the depositors to 
know. The great claim I make in behalf of this bill outlining 
proposed legislation is the simplicity of it, the lack of needless 
detail, the lack of conflicting and misunderstood details that 

' have appeared so frequently in bills ll.eretofore in all ware
: house propositions that have been offered to the Nation. 
· Mr. LETTS. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 
. Mr. HOWARD. Yes. 
1 Mr. LETTS. I am much interested in the gentleman's pro-
1 posal. It appears to me that one of the important features of 
1 this proposed legislation is the location of the warehouses. We 
J ought to have them in the grain region particularly. It seems 

11 to me we should have them where they will be an aid in our 
\· river transportation, which is an experiment, so that we will be 

1 able to make a real use of our barge system and provide a low 
. rate of transportation; and to do that we must have the loading 
. facilities along the river. At this time I understand we have a 
' great deal of warehouse space available, but the question largely 
is one of location. There is a great deal of merit, in my judg
ment, in the gentleman's suggestion, but it ought to be limited 
to regions where these facilities are required, in my judgment. 

Mr. HOWARD. The gentleman's statement is worthy of con
sideration. I thought in drawing this bill that I ought perhaps 
to mention a few specific locationB, and then later the thought 
came to me that if I should work details into this bill right at 
the outset I would spoil the effect of all of it. So I ~m le~ving 

it to the Secretary of Agriculture, whom I can trust. I know 
that if I had my way some of these warehouses would be located 
instantly on the rivers where th~ barge systems will soon be in 
operation, as they soon will be at the gentleman's own town 
of Davenport, Iowa, which was once one of the busiest shipping 
ports under the American fiag and will again be when the in
land waterway system shall baye been completed. 

However, I did not think it well to designate any particular 
locations for these warehouses. I prefer to leave all the details 
to our Secretary of Agriculture. I can trust him, and I have 
got to trust him. Men, I do not know how it is 'vith you, but I 
am not ashamed to confess that in my service here in the House 
many, many times I am confronted with the necessity of trm;t
ing somebody. The hour arrives when I must vote for or against 
a piece of legislation. I have not had time to examine it. I do 
not certainly know what is right or what is wrong. Then, what 
do I do? I go to certain of my fellows here in this House, with· 
out reference to their political alignments, men who have made 
a study of the legislation, and I ask them for their best judg
ment, and then I follow them. I am not at all ashamed to ma.t:e 
such a confession as that, because it is an honestly human 
confession. Of course, it might be that some time we would 
have a Secretary of Agriculture who would not carry out this 
legislation as we desire, but I believe our present Secretary 
would, and so I can trust him to handle all t:Pe details. 

My friends, the whole story of the value of this proposed legis
lation, I think, might well be comprehended in these few words: 
That for 25 years all of us here who are old enough, all of t4ese 
gentlemen--of course, none of the ladies-have been pleading 
for orderly marketing. There can be no such thing as orderly 
marketing when men who grow farm products are compelled to 
market them at harvest time, whether they will or not, in order 
to procure money to continue their farm operations. Under the 
operation of this bill the grower of American farm products 
would have the privilege of selling his products when he p-leases 
to sell them, and not be compelled to sell them, as under our 
present disorderly marketing system, when some other fellow 
demands that he shall sell them. [Applause.] That is the 
whole beauty of this legislation, as I see it. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, I am very grateful to the House for accord
ing me this opportunity. I know I have exceeded the time that 
has been. allotted to me through the graciousness of you all. I 
plead with you to study this legislation and then come back in 
December and help me complete it, make it better than I indi
vidually know bow to make it, and let us work out something 
that will be helpful to the Hoover farm bill, which we have 
already acted upon favorably. [Applause.] 

F .ABM RELIEF 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con
sent to extend my remarks in the RECORD on the subject of farm 
relief. 

The SPEAKER pl'O tempore. The gentleman fr.om New York 
asks unanimous consent to extend his remarks on the subject of 
farm relief. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 
1\lr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker, on April 2D, 192D, 

I introduced H. R. 2164, a bill to define jams, preserves, jellies, 
and apple butter, to provide standards therefor, and to amend 
the food and drugs act of June 30, 1006, as amended. 

I desire to make this statement to explain the purpose of 
H. R. 2164 for the information of the House: _ 

The enactment of this bill, in the form of an amendment 
to the Federal food and drugs act, is necessary to protec·t the 
producers of fruits, the packers and preservers of fruits, and 
the consuming public against the deception and unfair competi
tion resulting from the present geneTal practice of adulterating 
fruit products with fruit substitutes. Under the food and drugs 
act there are no specific standards of quality required for 
articles of food anQ the standards and definitions specified by 
the Department of Agriculture have no legal force or effect, but 
are merely administrative rulings which represent th~ best in
formation and opinion of the department with r egard to what 
any particular manufactured article of food should contain. It 
is the purpose of this bill to prO<vide statutory standards and 
definitions to which fruit products shall conform. 

At the present time the adulteration and misbranding prac
tices employed in the preserve industry can not be conh·olled 
by the food and drugs act. The officials of tlle Department of 
Agriculture frankly admit their inability to enforce as legal 
standards the administrative rulings of the department. Imita
tion jams deficient in fruit are now being sold under coined 
and distinctive names, and under a ruling of one of the Federal 
cow.:ts such. pr9(lucts are not required to be labeled " Imitation." 
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These imitation products are going to the consumers as fruit 
jams and preserves, with the result that the manufacturers of 
pure preserves are unable to compete; the producers of fruits 
find their markets restricted and the consumer is defrauded. 

As a result of the decision of the Federal court in a test case 
involving the labeling of an imitation preserve, honest manu
facturers of jams, jellies, and preserves found themselves de
prived of the protection of the food and drugs act and during 
the past two years less and less fruit has been used in the 
manufacture of j ams, jellies, and preserves. 

This bill has been introduced to protect Jegitimate manufac
turers against these unfair and dishonest practices and the bill 
has the active support of most of the fruit-growing sections of 
the country. Its enactment will require a manufacturer selling 
a product as pure preserve or pure jelly to use a definite quan
tity of fruit in the manufacture of the product, and if cheaper 
substances are substituted for fruit the bill requires that such 
substandard products be labeled in such manner and form as to 
readily apprise the consumer of the facts. The standards and 
specifications for the pure and substandard grades of fruit 
products contained in the bill are somewhat technical, but this 
is required in order to completely regulate tb.e business and to 
permit the law-enforcing officials to readily detect adulteration 
and misbranding. At the present time very large quantities of 
goods labeled "Pure Fr:uit Preserve," but manufactured with 
less than 45 pounds of fruit with each 55 pounds of sugar, go to 
the consuming public and are sold in competition with standard 
goods in which the full quota of fruit is employed. The future 
of the preserve industry is entirely dependent upon the full-flav
ored fruit pr·oducts it manufactures, and when cheaper sub
stances are used in place of fruit the wnsumer evidences his 
disappointment by reduced consumption. This amendment 
affects the fruit growers, the manufacturers, and the consuming 
public. 

Approximately 85 per cent of the jams and jellies sold in the 
United States are of the varieties of raspberry, strawberry, and 
cherry. This shows that there is a strong preference for the 
flavors of these three fruits on the part of the public. Yet 
strawberry, raspberry, and cherry jellies appear upon the market 
only in the form of low-grade base or pectin jellies in the manu
facture of which only about 15 pounds of pure fruit juice ·are 
used in 100 pounds of material. The proposed standards bill 
requires a jelly when labeled as such to be manufactured with 
not less than 50 pounds of fruit to each 50 pounds of sugar, and 
if less fruit juice is used the resultant product would be required 
to be plainly labeled to show its inferiority. It is confidently 
believed that the enactment of this bill will create an enor
mously greater demand for fruits, especially strawberry, rasp- . 
berry, and cherry, on account of the increased quantity of pure 
fruit juices it would be necessary for the manufacturer to use, 
and the demand for these fruits will be further increased by 
the increased consumption of full-flavored fruit jellies in lieu 
of the poor-flavored products deficient in fruit juice. 

This amendment, as drafted, has been discu sed in great 
detail with the legal representative and the chemical division 
of the Department of Agriculture, whose unofficial advice and 
suggestions have been followed iu every case. 

The acreage in small fruits is increasing throughout the 
United States and something must be done to assist the growers 
in obtaining a market for their production. The growers' 
organizations of the country have generally received this bill 
with approval and their representatives express the belief that 
the relief they require will be largely obtained by the enactment 
of this bill. It is interesting to note the bill is being fostered 
not only by the fruit growers but by the manufacturers who 
buy fruits from t~e growers and who are now before Congress 
petitioning Congress to strengthen and tighten the requirements 
of tl:Je food law. 

The decision of the Federal court to which I have referred 
has opened the door to the grossest form of fraud upon the 
consuming public, deprived the fruit grower of his market, 
placed the legitimate manufacturer of jellie , jams, and pre
serves at the mercy of concerns which are flooding the country 
with imitation fruit products. 

Unless this legislation is adopted, the invasion of the market 
with imitation fruit products will strike a blow at an industry 
that has become indispensable to the fruit growers throughout 
the country. ·were it not for the preserving industry using 
the fruit surplus the fruit industry would be practically de
stroyed. The legitimate canning industry of the country can 
not succeed without protection against fraudulent imitation 
fruit products. Let me visualize the importance of the cannina 
industry by inserting a statement showing the number of can~ 
ning estabUshments and the value of the products in the United 
States, and in some of the individual States: 

State 
Nnmber 
of estab

lish
ments 

Value of 
products 

United St.ates---------------------------------------- 2, 402 $616,067,748 
1------~----------California__________________________________________________ 309 181,262,830 

New JerseY----------------------------------------------- 66 62,366,712 
New York __ ----------------------------------------_______ 211 59, 461, 252 

iili~~t'.~~~================================~~============ 1~ ~~: ~ ~~ Maryland----------------------------------------------- -- - 322 32,678,257 
Indiana_-------------------------------------------------- 124 31, 674, 387 

~~~~~~~================================================= Izg ~: g~~: ~ 
Michigan __ ------------------------------------------------ 66 14,332,863 

-i!:a~~~~~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 55 14,242,892 
Oregon ___________________________________________ :_________ ~~ I~: ~fg: ~~ 
Utah·------------------------------------------------------ 32 10,127,554 
IVlinnesota_ ------------------------------------------------ 38 8, 086, 091 

~~':Jri ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 1: 7, 8-38, 923 
D~:~laware __ ------------------------------------------------ 55 ~; ~; ~~ 
Kentucky---------------------------·---------------------- 26 6, 173, 128 
Massachusetts ___ ------------------------------------------ 31 6, 071, 080 
All other States------------------------------------------- ~ 319 22,830, 160 

This proposed legislation has been submitted to the Secretary 
of Agriculture, and I shall insert his opinion with reference to 
the necessity for such legislation: 

APRIL 29, 1929. 
Hon. DANIEL A. REED, 

HouBe of RepresentativeB, Washington, D. 0. 
DEAR Mn. REED: I have your letter of April 26 inclosing a copy of 

H. R. 1013 and asking for an expression of the department's approval of 
the measure. I understand that since writing it you have conferred 
with members of the department who have explained the nature of the 
objections raised to the proposed measure in the department's report of 
last year to the chairman of the Senate Committee on Agriculture and 
F'orestry. I understand further that as a result of these conferences a 
substantial agreement has been reached between yourself and the depart
ment's representatives on a new mellsure which will in effect establish 
standards for pure preserves, jams, and jellies and definitions for imita
tion products. 

The department believes that such an enactment will afford a degree 
of protection to the public that is impracticable under the present terms 
of the food and drugs act. Precedent for the enactment of standards 
for the purpose of the food and drugs act bas been established by the act 
o~ March 4, 1923, defining butter and providing a standard therefor 
(34 Stat. L. 768). 

While we have available no recent statistics on the relative propor
tions of the various jam and jelly like substances on the American mar
ket, we believe that more than half of the total production of these 
articles is prepared with pectin and excessive sugar and that the fruit 
content is materially below the department's standards, particularly in 
the case of jam and preserves . It is true that tb~se substandard prod
ucts in geneTal bear a labeling differentiating them from the standard 
articles, but the labeling which is now being required under the food 
and drugs act we have found in many instances does not serve as a 
complete warning to consumers that these articles are in fact substand
ard. The sale of these sub. tandard articles we believe to be in general 
uneconomic. Certainly the:v reduce materially the amount of fruit 
which would be consumed if a larger proportion of the products on the 
market were of standard fruit content. 

As a typical example we may cite the case of one manufacturer who 
is selling a pure preserve retailing for 25 cents per pound. He is also 
selling a product which would come within the classification of a fruit 
and pectin preserve in 15lf.l-ounce containers at the retail rate of 22.6 
cents per pound. The latter article contains 55 per cent of pure pre
serves and 45 per cent of sugar solution with pectin and added acid. 
Calculating the price of the pure preserve constituent at 1314 cents, 
the price asked the consumer for the sugar solution with pectin and 
acid is 11~ cents. The food constituent in this sugar sirup with pectin 
and acid is the sugar itself, which is present to t he extent of about 
70 per cent. At this rate the consumer is paying for this sugar around 
33 cents per pound. The reason such an exorbitant price is paid by 
the consumer for this bit of sugar is, of course, the manipulation of 
that sugar in the factory with the preserve and also the fact that it 
is packaged in an expensive glass container. From the consumer's 
standpoint it would obviously be advantageous to purchase the pure 
preserve as such and tho sugar as such. Looking at the matter from 
the standpoint of the fruit delivered to the consumer in these two 
products, we fl.nd that in the pu1.·e preserve he receives 7.2 ounces, 
whereas in the fruit and pectin preserve he receives 3.96 ounces of 
fruit. If consumers really appreciated the economics of this situation, 
it is quite obvious that they would prefer the pure preserve, and it is 
a fair assumption that they would consume materially more fruit to 



960 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE MAY 7 
the benefit of the fruit-producing industry of the country. The identienl 
situation exists with respect to substandard jellies. 

A correction of this uneconomic situ a tio.n might be accomplished, 
we believe, by the enactment of the substitute measure discussed by 
you with the department, establishing definitions and standards f<>r 
preserve or j:un and for jelly and defining all products substandard in 
fruit whether they contain pectin or not as imitation jam, preserve, 
or jelly. I understand that the details of such a bill are now being 
worked out and I see no reason, if these details conform to the sug
gestions made at the c<>nferences, why the new measure will not be 
acceptable to the department. 

The question still remains, of course, as to whether, regardless <>f the 
desirability of such a bill, it constitutes emergency legislation such as 
this Congress was called to consider. 

Sincerely yours, 
ARTHUR M. HYDE, 8ecreta1·y. 

EXTENDING RELIEF TO CERTAIN STORM .AREAS 

Mr. CRAMTON. Mr. Speaker, i ask unanimous consent to 
take from the Speaker's table Rouse Joint Resolution 59, the 
Southeastern States flood relief resolution of the gentleman 
from Georgia [Mr. LARSEN], disagree to the Senate amendments, 
ask for a conference and have conferees named from among 
those who would nor~ally be named as conferees if there was 
an Appropriations Committee in existence. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Michigan asks unani
mous consent to take from the Speaker's table House Joint 
Resolution 59, disagree to the Senate amendments and ask for 
a conference. The Clerk ·wm report the resolution. 

The Clerk read the title of the resolution, as follows: 
House Joint Resolution 59 

To extend the provisions of Public Resolution No. 92, Seventieth Con
gres , approved February 25, 1929. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 
Mr. STAFFORD. .Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, 

I take it the gentleman from Michigan is not in accord with 
the .amendment of the Senate providing an additional appropria
tion of $1,000,000 for something we have not heretofore recog
nized as farm relief. 

Mr. CRAMTON. I will say to the gentleman from Wiscon
sin that ·I am acting in the temporary absence of the gentle
man from Indiana [Mr. Woon], who will, I hope, be chairman of 
the ronference acting because of the urgency and to meet the 
personal conv~nience of the gentleman fi·om Georgia [Mr. LAR
SEN]. I would not, of course, a sume to speak for the gentle
man from Indiana [Mr. WooD], but I would myself be very 
much inclined to follow his views, although I have some views 
of my own. The amendment the gentleman speaks of, in my 
judgment, could not be agreed to in conference. It is of a 
legislative character and would have to be brought back to the 
House for a separate vote rather than agr~ed to in conference. 

Mr. STAFFORD. I assume from the gentleman's remarks 
the other day, when the original enablin~ act was un~e~· con
sideration, that he is not in sympathy With the proposttlon of 
granting $50 an acTe to rehabilitate some nursery farms. 

Mr. CRAMTON. I am frank to say to the gentleman from 
Wisconsin that my present view-which, however, I do not say 
could not be changed-is that the Senate amendments go 
entirely too far. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 
Mr. WINGO. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, and 

I shall not object, I presume the most practical way to expe
dite the adjustment of this matter is to let it go to conference 
and that that is satisfactory to the gentleman from Georgia. 

Mr. LARSEN. It is. 
Mr. CRAMTON. That was my purpose. 
Mr. WINGO. Because if objection is made, then it would 

require a rule to bring the matter up for consider~tion, so that 
it would better expedite the matter-as I have srud to several 
who have spoken to me about it-to let it go to conference. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 
There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER. The Chair appoints the following conferees : 

Messrs. WOOD, CRAMTON, and BYRNS. 
ADJOURNMENT OVER 

Mr. TILSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
when the House adjourns to-day, it adjourn to meet on Thurs
day. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Connecticut asks unan
imous consent that when the House adjoru·ns to-day it adjourn 
to meet on Thursday. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 

Mr. BRAND of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con
sent that on Thursday, following the reading of the Journal anu 
the disposition of matter-s on the Speaker's table, I may be 
permitted to address the House for 30 minutes. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Georgia asks unani
mous consent that on Thursday, after the reading of the Journal 
and the disposition of matters on the Speaker's table, he be 
permitted to address the House for 30 minutes. Is there objec
tion? 

There was no objection. 
THE COTTON MARKET 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. BACON). Under the previ
ous order of the House the Chair recogni~es the gentleman 
from Mississippi, Mr. RANKIN, for 45 minutes. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker and Members of the House, I rise 
to address you at this time in behalf of the American cotton 
growers, to call your attention to the fact that within the last 
10 days the price of cotton has fallen $10 a bale, and to appeal 
to you to protect them from further depressions. 

The cotton farmers have lost on this crop already within the 
last 10 days betw~en $130,000,000 and $150,000,000, this in the 
face of the fact that Congress is now in session for the avowed 
pru'J)Ose of passing farm relief legislation. 

A few days ago the President of the United States gave a 
written public indorsement to a program to set aside one day 
each year to pray for the farmers, and Sunday, May 5, was the 
day set. Now, the farmers appreciate being prayed for one day 
out of every 365, but they do not want to be " preyed " upon the 
rest of the year [laughter], and it is to prevent their bcing 
preyed upon further that I rise to call your attention to a situ
ation which this Congre s should correct. 

In the face of the President's message here the price of 
cotton went down, the price of wheat went down, the price of 
rye went down, and th~ price of corn went down. On the 
passage of the so-called farm relief bill all these prices went 
down. Then, when this other proposition was made, to set 
aside last Sunday to pray for the farmers, cotton went down 
$1.50 a bale and corn and wheat and rye and oats went down. 

Now, you may preach, pray, and legislate all you want to, but 
it is not going to have any effect on those individuals and those 
concerns now manipulating the cotton market, unless you pass 
legislation with teeth in it, and place the powers of this Gov
ernment behind it to enforce it. 

The price of cotton is not regulated to-day by the law of 
supply and demand. You go into the cotton exchange and 
what do you find? Men around a ring buying and elling. 
There is uch pandemonium that you can not .un<lerstand what 
is going on, but when a sale is made of a block of 100 bales or 
more it is chalked up on the board and flashed to every part 
of the United States as the price of cotton at that moment. 

If by manipulation or by bringing artificial influences to bear, 
they can work the market up or down, it has that effect all 
over the country. And that has been done for the last few 
years, is being done to-day, and the cotton growei'S are suffering 
as a result. It is because of this condition, this intolerable 
condition, under which the cotton growers are to-day laboring, 
that I am going to appeal to you to pass the bill which I have 
introduced to put the cotton exchanges under the super·vision 
of the Government of tbe United States, just as you did the 
grain exchanges, and put a stop to these manipulations. [AJ.)
plause.] 

Let me show you some things that happen. In 1926 we made 
a crop of about 18,000,000 bales. The next year we made a 
small CI'Op. It fell off possibly four or five million bales. Cot
ton ran up to 23 or 24 cents a pound. There were certain large 
and powerful interests that had sold cotton. They had to 
brincr the price down in order to make deliveries. The cotton 
market had to come down, and it did come down, and I am 
going to show you to-pay how they. brought it do~, and I 
think I can convince you they are dorng the same thing now. 

In the first place, there was some kind of influence, that I 
do not understand, b1·ought to bear on the Department of Agri
culture. On the 15th day of September, 1927, like a clap of 
thunder out of a clear sky, without any authority of law and 
without a precedent, there came from the Bureau of Agricul
tural Economics a statement to the effect that the price of 
cotton was going to decline, ~!though the supply was four or 
five million bales under what it was the year before. When 
that statement was issued there was almost a panic on the 
exchange. There was panic throughout the cotton trade in the 
entire .country. The price of cotton broke, and that break 
was augmented by the conduct of those interested in a decline 
in the price of cotton. It did not stop Wltil it got down to 
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17 cents a pound and cost the growers several hundred million 
dollars. 

You ask bow that happened. I will tell you how it happened. 
In the first place the Government has fixed certain standards 

by which this cotton must be graded. You can go to any spot 
exchange or spot market and have the Government representa
tive grade your cotton by the standards set up. Then you can 
tender it on the exchange. If anybody objects, they can appeal 
and have it reviewed; but the review is final. Then you can 
make anybody take it who is on the other end of your contract~ 

Certain powerful cotton concerns had a great deal of cotton 
graded in some of the outlying cotton centers and concen
trated about 200,000 bales of it in New York. New York is 
tbe main market ; whichever way it goes the others follow. 

We charged that that cotton was below grade; that it did 
not measure seven-eighths of an inch in length. There are 
only about 6,000 bales that are s~ort of seven-eight~s of an ~ch 
long spun in the United States. So if your cotton IS a fraction 
of an inch below seven-eighths the spinner can not take it. If 
you get cotton passed by the board so that you can tender it 
to the man on the other end of the contract, and it is im
possible for him to spin it, you drive him out of the mark~t. 
He pays his losses and gets out, and the market declines. 

Two hundred thousand bales of that cotton drifted into New 
York and stayed there a whole year. They b:rought some of 
it to my office and I mailed it to cotton men all over the 
country. They came back and said it was "dogtail " ; they said 
it was "punk" ; they said it . was low grade, entirely unfit to 
manufacture, and yet it was being tendered on the exchange, 
and the price of cotton brought down· to an economic ·level 
with it. 

We decided that we would investigate it and did investigate 
it, and I am going to show you that what I am saying is true. 
They said they were grading according to the Government 
standards, and they probably were; but the standards were· 
short, and they knew it. 

A man goes into an exchange, which is supposed to be oper
ated for the purpose of permitting honest men to go in and 
honestly trade in commodities. The man goes in and says, " I 
want to buy 100,000 bales of cotton." They say, "All right," 
and he makes his bid. He finds somebody who oft'ers a hundred 
thousand bales for sale, but when it comes to him he finds that 
he is on the other end of the contract of a man who has this 
low-grade cotton which has slipped by the classer, who used this 
short or shy Government standard, which he can force him to 
take. What is the result? He simply has to pay his losses 
and get out of the market. 

These 200,000 bales stayed there while millions and millions 
and millions of bales were sold on the exchange. That 200,000 
·bales clogged the market and ·never moved out until we started 
the investigation. 

Not only that, but they were tendering and retendering the 
same cotton over and over again. Men all over the country ap
pealed to us to pass a law that would give governmental super
vision, declaring that the cotton exchange should be affected 
with a national public interest, and urging us to stop the tender
ing and retendering of the same cotton in the same market and 
in the same month. 

When we came to investigate we found the most terrific op
position that I ever experienced. Everybody knew and every
body admittE:d that if cotton was under seven-eighths of an inch 
in length no intelligent spinner would buy it, and if he did he 
would lose his money. 

We had a fellow by the name ofT. Ralph Jones, of Norfolk, 
Va. He was an ex-service man, who had fought for his country 
in time of -var, and had the courage to stand his ground in 
times of peace. No man, whether a cotton speculator, a Senator, 
or a Representative could browbeat or intimidate him. They 
asked me to select a man to take charge of the men selected to 
go and investigate that cotton, and I selected Mr. Jones. 

They said, we want men from all over the country to reclasa 
this cotton. They went into the various spot exchanges from 
Galveston to Norfolk and had them send disinterested classers 
here to go to New York and examine that cotton. They exam
ined it and turned in a report that only about 7,000 bales fell 
below the standard. Some one said, there is something wrong 
there, or it would have moved out. But what about the 
standard? There is where the tropble came. Mr. Jones says 
the standar<.ls that they were using were below seven-eighths, 
it was shy of seven-eighths, and be said that if they had used 
a real seven-eighths standard at least 40,000 bales of that 
cotton would have gone into the waste basket. .Give :m,e 
40,000 bales of cotton under seven-eighths and allow me to 
tender it on the exchange, and I will whip the entire cotton 
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trade and in two years become one of the richest men in the 
cotton world. " Oh," but they say, " that was according to 
standard." I. want to show you something about the standards. 
I will quote from the RECoR-D. Senator SMITH, who was the 
chairman of the committee, in speaking of these standards, 
addressing the classers who had examined this cotton, asked: 
"What was the average of those that they put on the table?" 

There were many cries of "shy." What does shy mean? 
Shy means that it was shy of seven-eighths of an inch in length 
and therefore untenderable. 

Mr. SHEPHERD. I would say that they were shy. 
Senator SMITH. What do you say, Mr. Skaggs? 
Mr. SKAGGS. I would say they varied. 

Mr. Skaggs, by the way, is from Dallas, Tex., and Mr. 
Shepherd is also from Dallas. Next Mr. Morrow, from Memphis, 
said tha:t they were shy. Mr. Jones-another Jones-from Nor
folk, said that they were shy. Mr. Cavanaugh, of Memphis, 
said that they were shy. Mr. Black, of Norfolk, said that they 
were shy. Mr. Smitton, from Galveston, said that they were 
shy. Mr. Logan, from Savannah, said that they varied. Mr. 
Noble, of Galveston, said that they were shy. 

Not one of all those men sent there to grade this cotton tells 
you that the standards measured seven-eighths of an inch. 

Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. RANKIN. Just for a question. 
Mr. STEVENSON. I ju ·t want to ask a question. Who fur

nishes the standards ? 
Mr. RANKIN. They are furnished down here by the Bureau 

of Agricultural Economics, and if you will read this record 
you will find out who was present when they fixed those 
standards. 

What was the result? When that announcement came like a 
clap of thunder from a clear sky, from the Bureau of Eco
nomics, that cotton would decline, there seemed to be an im
mediate tendering of this low-grade cotton, and cotton went 
down to 16 or 17 cents a pound. Every man who testified 
said that it ought to have sold at 22 to 23 cents a pound the 
year around. 

Cotton jumped up 4 or 5 cents a pound while the investigation 
was going on-just as soon as we took this weight oft' the 
market. It was just like lifting a load from a rubber ball. 

They have sold this year's crop of cotton already. One of 
the best cotton men in my local~ty wrote me and said, "We are 
being ruined, they have sold this crop already, and they must 
deliver it at the ·prices sold, and in order to do that they are 
manipulating the cotton market and driving it down." And that, 
Mr. Speaker, in the face of the fact th~t we have almost a 
million bales less in the carry-over to-day than we had a year 
ago--that in the face of the fact that there is bad weather and 
bad conditions all over the Cotton Belt. Yet cotton is 4 cents a 
pound cheaper than it was a year ago. 

Not only that, but we must pass a law to prevent straddles, 
which my bill would do. I want to explain to you what a 
straddle is. When a man goes into one market and sells cotton 
in New Orleans, we will say, and buys in the same month in 
another market, say New York, that is a straddle. You will 
say that you do not see any harm in that. Possibly you do not, 
but I will show you how it works. 

The normal parity between New York and New Orleans is 
from 65 to 85 points in favor of New York, because of freight 
and insurance charges. A man can go into the New Orleans 
market and buy 200,000 bales of cotton and go into the New 
York market on the same day and sell 200,000 bales of cotton. 
That insures him against loss if the market goes up or down. 
Then, if he can manipulate by tendering small amounts on the 
New York market, and especially if be has the advantage of 
being able to oft'er low-grade cotton and run the New York mar
ket down to New Orleans and squeeze out the parity, he will not 
Lose a dollar in New Orleans and he will make $600,000 in New 
York. It has been done time and time again. By the time the 
parity is squeezed out the whole price level will have declined. 
Any experienced cotton man can take New Orleans and New 
York quotations and tell by the distortions that somebody is 
manipulating the cotton market now. Not only that, but they 
straddle between months. They will sell in one month and buy 
in another. In 1923 Cooper and Gridden, of South Carolina
and by the way one of those men hung around here practically 
all of the time our investigation was in progress, but I :pever 
knew who he was until about the day the inyestigation closed
in 1923 that firm drove one month more than a thousand points 
out of line, and yet the Government has not done a thing in the 
world to check those operations. The manipulators continue to 
fleece the cotton growers and have driven practically every 
small cotton merchant in America out of business. 
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How are you going to compete with them? How is the 

small merchant who has been used to depending on the law of 
supply and demand going to hedge his cotton? I asked one 
fellow why he concentrated all his cotton in New York, and 
he said, " To protect my hedges." I said, " I thought your 
hedges were to protect your spots." The small cotton mer
chant can not afford to do business, because he finds himself 
subjected to the whims of somebody who bas the power to 
run the cotton market up or down. 

1\lr. QUIN. :Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield there? 
Mr. RANKIN. Yes. 
Mr. QUIN. How can the cotton merchant be prevented from 

buying a few bales of cotton, and how otherwise could he 
protect himself except by hedging? 

1\Ir. RANKIN. He can buy it all right, but be is likely to 
loEe :what he puts in it. 

Not only that but they deluded some of our southern fellows 
with the demand for southern delivery. We have heard the 
word "southern" until we have become almost wedded to it. 
That idea was to er:able them to deliver cotton bought on the 
New York exchange or the New York market in Galveston, 
Houston, New Orleans, Norfolk, Savannah, and possibly two 
or three other places. Tha t sounded good to the unthinking 
man, but, as a matter of fact, it gives no protection and adds no 
convenience. On the contrary, gives the manipulators an addi
tional opportunity to straddle. 

If the poor fellow could not survive when the manipulators 
had only two elements of straddle, how can he get along now 
when they have three? 

The testimony shows that one of these fellows went up to 
Utica, N. Y., and said to the proprietor of one of those mills, 
" I want to sell you cotton." The other man said, " Oh, no ; 
we buy from our local cotton merchant. He sells at so many 
points on or off New York." The other replied, "I will give 
you a reduction of 50 points under your local man's price, a 
difference of $2.50 a bale." The proprietor of the mill said, 
" Fine ; we will trade with you " and they agreed on Decem
ber delivery.- The other par ty to that contract went into the 
New York Cotton Exchange and began to buy small lots of De
cember cotton thereby working the price of that month up, and 
when he got ready to deliver that cotton the millman paid $3 
a bale more for his cotton than if he had bought it from his own 
local merchant and the market had not been manipulated. 

That is a sample of the results. The situation has got to the 
point where they can operate the market almost at will. 

Mr. Walker D. Hines, one time Director General of Railroads 
in this country, is now head of the Textile Institute, which is 
a trust, in my opinion ; a combination in restraint of trade, 
operating unlawfully in this country, and adversely affecting 

· the price of cotton. I know it is useless to ask this House to 
investigate, but I am going to appeal to the Members of the 
Senate from the cotton-growing States to investigate that in
stitution and try to put a stop to these deflations that are 
brought about by these combinations on the other side. He came 
before the committee and tlied to get around it. 

He said they had no agreement, bftt got together and each 
one got up and announced what he was going to do. They all 
announced exactly the · same thing. One of the announcements 
was that they were going to curtail production. They gave 
that out to the country. Whether they did or not, it had the 
same effect. The effect was to help paralyze the cotton mar
ket. We have not recovered from it yet. 

One of the things they agreed to do, or announced their in
tention or decision to do, was to curtail production by shutting 
down from Friday to Monday. It threw laborers out of work. 
The man who was trying to support his family was deprived 
of two days' work a week in their efforts to control production, 
and in that way ·they helped to depress the cotton market. 
Not only that, sometimes they made announcements which they 
did not carry out. Why? In order to have a psychological 
effect on the market which they were helping to depress. Some 
of them even went into the market and sold cotton, and in 
that way contributed to the depression. Tell me thev are not 
in an illegal combination in restraint of trade. I ask you to 
take that record and read my cross-examination of Mr. Hines. 
I do not believe there is a lawyer in America who would not 
come to the conclusion that they are operating in violation of 
law and ought to be restrained. 

Gentlemen, I am asking you to pass a law that will give the 
American people, the American Government, the power to regu
late the cotton exchange, that great institution that has more 
t o do with · the welfare of the cotton fanners than anything 
else you can mention. Have we come here only to betray the 
farmer, only to pass some innocuous legislation, and leave these 
people at the mercy of their despoilers? Every man who is in-

telligent enough to be even a good Republican, much less a
Democrat [laughter], knows that the c-otton farmer is not get
ting p1·otection under the tariff law, and that the bill you passed 
the other day will do him little or no good. Do not let us sit 
here and see the cotton farmers bankrupted by the great combi
nations of wealth and influence that are violating the laws of 
the United States and destroying the value of his products. 

After our cotton investigation was over, a former president of 
the New York Cotton Exchange came to see me, and in order 
that I may not be misunderstood, I will say it was not Mr. 
Marsh, who assisted in that investigation. He came up to say 
good-bye. I said, " There is one question I want to ask you. 
There is one firm, I am told, that could not raise $10,000 in 1914, 
that is now worth, it is estimated, more than $100,000,000." I 
said," Will you tell me how they made that money?" He looked 
me straight in the face and he said, " By their huge straddles, 
straddling between months and straddling between markets." 
And now they are straddling b"etween delivery points. 

Now, what is happening? Jus t as soon as these manipulators 
found out what Congress was going to do or was not going to do, 
they felt free to begin their operations, and in the last 10 days, 
with cottonseed still in the ground, the seed hardly sprouted 
with bad weather all over the Cotton Belt, and with nearly 
1,000,000 bales less of cotton on hand than we had a year ago, 
they have whipped the market down $10 a bale, or approxi
mately $140,000,000 for the entire crop. We have lost more 
already than we would have got out of the bill you passed 
last week if you had given us every dollar that you proposed 
to loan us under the bill. 

l\1r. STEVENSON. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. RANKIN. Yes. 
l\Ir. STEVENSON. Will the gentleman incorporate this in 

that sentence, that the report was that 800,000 acres of cotton 
were destroyed in the last five days in South Carolina alone, 
and yet the market is now down $1.50 a bale? 

l\lr. RANKIN. Oh, yes. l\iany of the lowlands are now over~ 
flowed aud we have boll-weevil conditions in the South. Back 
in the nineties we could plant cotton as late as June and make 
a crop, but you can not do it now. You must plant your cotton 
early enough to get ahead of th~ boll weevil. They had as well 
plow up those overflowed lands and plant them in corn or not 
plant them at all, for if they plant them in cotton after the 
floods have subsided the boll weevil will get what little cotton 
they make. 

This distressing appeal is coming to me from all over the 
South. One man says to me, " My father was a cotton mer
chant. I have been in it all my life, but I have now retired, 
because you can not afford to buy a bale of cotton for you do 
not know what they are going to do the next day." Since I 
ha ,-e been in Congress you men -from the West asked us to · 
give you some protection in the wheat market and we did 
it; not as much as you deserve, but we gave you what you 
asked for ; and I appeal to you now and I appeal to the mem
bers of the Committee on Agriculture to take this proposition 
up and help us pass legislation at this session of Congress 
that will protect our cotton growers and not permit them to 
be robbed and plundered of the small profits they would ordi
narily make by those men who " toil not, neither do they spin " 
but who straddle and manipulate the cotton market for their 
own private gain. [Applause.] 

A TARIFF ON OIL 

l\ir. 1\IcKEOWN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my remarks by printing in the RECORD a statement 
from J\.Ir. Cromwell on the oil situation. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore ( 1\Ir. BAco ) . The gentleman 
fi·om Oklahoma asks unanimous consent to print i11. the RECORD 
a statement by Mr. Cromwell on the oil situation. Is there 
objection? 

There was no objection. 
1\Ir. l\IcKEOWN. l\Ir. Speaker, under the leave to extend my 

remarks in the RECoRD, I wish to call attention to an article 
from Mr. Joe Cromwell on tariff for oil. 

The article is as follows : 
(A tariff on foreign oil, marketing under unobstructed supply and de

mand laws, and cooperative drilling programs. These are the reme
dies for the ills of the oil industry at this time, as outlined by Joe 
I. Cromwell, pr_esident of the Cromwell-Franklin Oil Co. and pioneer 
wildcatter in Oklahoma) 

By Joe I. Cromwell 

In view of what bas happened over a period of two years, mid
continent oil producers are forced to unite in some relief plan to pro
t ect their operations against outside international condit ions . The 
problem is : What plan will protect us and be correlative to the Amer
ican oil producers' individual interests? 
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:AIR-LIFT METHOD MAIN CAUSE OF OVERPRODUCTION OF OIL 

Major operators are responsible for the air-lift method of artificial 
production. In 1927 all producers of oil in Oklahoma were called upon 
by mlajor operators and refining companies to kill the Marland gas 
ratio conservation bill before the legislature. We responded, with the 
result that the enactment of this bill was defeated. 

In less than 90 days, to Olll' chagrin, we were publicly embarrassed 
by the same major operators cutting crude-oil pl'iccs in half, e.nd in
stalling the air-lift method of artificial production in the Seminole 
field. Only one individual operator, Bob Garland, was included in this 
dew lopment. No wildcatting, pool-opener operator was guilty. 

Why not have Federal and State laws to prevent artificial flowing of 
oil wens by the air-lift process which tloods the mat·ket by recovering 
oil from several pools in three years that should take eight years to 
recover by natural flow? Why not let this method 'be used only under 
State permits when the oil can not be recovered by any other means 
the same as vacuum pumps were used only as a last engineering method, 
nt~der State permits? Here is a place to use some police power. 
Promiscuous use of air-lift methods robs the producer, royalty owner, 
and the State by cheapening the price of crude oiL Tbe State-permit 
method would give some price relief, because the same oil produced 
over a period of eight years would average $2 to $2.50 a barrel ; 
whereas, if produced in a short period of three years it would have to 
sell for $1 a barrel, because overproduced. Flush oil pools can not be 
shut in without damage, b~t if flowed natural no overproduction will 
result. 

It is unfair and erroneous to place all the burden of the present de
pression in the oil business upon the producing end of oil operations. 

A few years back individual wildcat operators opened the Healdton oil 
pool. Claims were made that an excess of sulphur made the oil un
desirable, but as soon as Standard Oil group owners purchased the pool 
they sought to install vacuum pumps, but the State law prevented. and 
nothing has been heard of too much sulphur since. At that time much 
of the sulphur claims ·were thought to be propaganda. 

Importation of 80,000,000 barrels of 6 to 18 gravity cr·ude oil from 
South America and Mexico, produced by cheap labor and moved by 
cheav water transportation, then sold at a price of 70 cents a barrel, 
free of tariff duty, under our ex;pensive operation of Government, is 
the other cause of overproduction that takes away the profit and 
prosperitY of indi-vidual producers of domestic crude oil. Also, at pres
ent, we are in full competition with the English Government, that ranks 
as a major company offender under present conditions, which is repre
sented here in the Shell Peh·oleum Corporation and its subsidiaries. 

There would be no domestic o-verproduction when relieved of these 
two causes. 

NOT ONLY REMEDY 

Individual producers on companies other than the Standard-owned 
group, especially of the mid-continent fields, believe it unfair and 
unjust to place the full burden of solving the overproduction problem 
upon the limiting of production, for it is not sufficient to give ade
quate price relief. 

For two years a Federal .oil committee of nine, of which eommittee 
the mid-continent district is represented by Hon. James A. V-eazey, has 
sought to limit domestic oil production. It bas been done in a diplo
matic and friendly way. Many brilliant and sc.bolarly speeches by these 
high-type .gentlemen have been made, to convince the public and our do
mestic oil producers that the limiting of domestic oil production will 
solve all "of our oil problems. 

In many speeches the apprehensive position was taken that our Fed
eral Government would enforce penal regulations if we do not stringently 
limit the oil production in the mid-continent area, no matter what 
other remeay was sought to relieve the situation. 

Why should we fear our Federal or State Government to do justice 
and equity to protect the industrial, civil, property rights <Of its wealth
producing citizens? Instead let us expect our governments to do some 
constructive thing to help the domestic oil producers remove the main 
causes of overproduction of oil, and at the same time help us solve 
the other problems that restrict our common rights. 

After two years, a draft of model legislation is offered as the so
lution of the oil-producing ;prohlem, which does nothing but limit 
domestic oil production. I have read the model bill and am surprised 
that the American Bar Association members did not know any better 
than that. 

Oklahoma lawyers do know better than to try to pass sucb a law. 
They should be ashamed to impose it on the individual Oklahoma pro
ducers if for no other reason than that they bave been employed by, or 
lived off, us for over 20 years. The terms of the law sanctioned confines 
itself to the limiting of domestic production, when that is only a minor 
part of our illness. It does not solve any one of the three major ques
tions necessary to give us proper relief. 

It would be as reasonable for me to attempt to organize all royalty 
corporations, in<lividual landowners, and speculators to require all op
erators U> pay a fixed royalty of one-fifth or one-sixth royalty, like the 
United States Government nquires for Osage Indians, in order to get 
price relief for them ; as it is for those lawyers to attempt to impose 

the law they formulated. Yet South American Republic landowners 
are now taking this means of protection, because the prices of their 
royalty oil was reduced from $1.25 a barrel to 70 cents. An ell lease 
under our American system requires a rental be paid or a well drilled. 
If an oil lease is very valuable, it must be drilled or repurchased. Our 
landowners have a right to protection in this respect. 

If we limit our production, we should get better prices. A market 
change should go with every drilling program, and domestic producers 
ar e willing for a reasonable program for drilling oil wells and a strict 
program for conservation of natural gas to be applied along with other 
remedies. If ddlling is to be regulated by Federal or State laws, 
then to balance orderly operations a marketing system should be 
regulated by Federal laws, likewise a tariff by the Federal Government, 
to relieve taxation and low prices. · 

ANTITRUST LAW 1~\0LVED 

. The main purpose for this State legislation to limit domestic produc
tion, in mid-continent States, appears to be to commit all operators 
and landowners to its united restrictive terms and when so approved 
and made State law, it would then be necessary to ask Congress to so 
modify or repeal the Sherman antitrust law to. remove the legal conflict 
between the two operating laws. This should never be done as this law 
now protects the most individual citizens of any law in existence. 

TARIFF .A. PRICEl RELIKF 

Besides the two means discussed to provide relief from overproduction 
of domestic oil, the Federal Government should fix a reasonable tariff 
on the importing -of crude oils and their products from foreign counti·ies. 
We have the same reason for fixing a tariff on foreign low-grade crude 
oil and its products from South America and Mexico, produced from 
shallow depth by cheap labor, conveyed to our shores by cheap water 
transportation, to protect the prices on mid-continent high-grade oil pro
duced from deep wens by highly paid American labor as the farmer, 
manufacturer, or <;~ther industrial producer has to expect tariff lists to 
protect his products. 

In addition to the price relief 1lor our d-omestic producers, a reasonable 
tariff on oils would be a good source of revenue t<O our Government. It 
would reduce our income tax~s. The public kn-ows domestic oil pro
ducers are very heavily taxed in mid-continent States for support of 
State, county, township, and city governments besides the national in
come tax. T)lere is no good reason why this 80,000,{)00 barrels of im
ported oil should not stand its share of Government expense. 

It is argued with great emphasis that if tar:i.ff is imposed then re
fineries will be erected in South America and Mexico. This is .a bugaboo. 
There will be no refineries built in Mexico under present conditions there, 
and while the argument is being cit·cuiated the Standard Oil of New 
Jersey is building a 100,000-barrel refinery on an island off the coast 
of Venezuela, and the Shell is building a larger one there also. Let 
them operate these huge refineries in South America solely Gn the 
low-grade oil there. It won't supply the world's mar"ket for our superior 
oils. A tariff would give us a price relief, besides keep our present 
home refineries and labor busy with added profit. 

It is obvious why 1\lr. E. B. Reeser opposes a tariff and advocates 
limiting domestic production in mid-continent St;:ttes with a large pro
duction in California and South America, but may be be advised that 
American oil producers have not joined a "league of nations," espe
cially il,l the mid-continent Stat~s. The individual citizens of each State 
should be protected in developing the natural resources of tbeir prop
erties, and the State without regard to con-ditions in foreign countries 
in times of peace as well as in times of war. Oklahoma citizens desire 
this protection. 

The Hooyer-Curtis administration is virtually committed to place a 
tariff on oil instead of shutting down our weHs. On September 27, 
1928, Senator Charles Curtis, then candidate for Viee President, advo
cated this tariff in the following quotation from his speech: 

"Our Democratic friends favor a competitive tariff. That will not 
help a single farmer in this count:ry, not a workingman in this country, 
not a single oil producer, not .a manufacturer of goods. The Repub
licans are opposed to a competitive tariff and !avor a protective tarill'. 

" In the last two revenue tariff bills I proposoo a duty on oil. 
You, in Oklahoma, I see, have requested the limitation of oil produc
tion. I took a market report and found that last year we imported 
77,000,000 barrels of oil into this country. I suggest that we shut out 
those 77,000,000 barrels and you would not nave to shut down produc
tion here." 

Oil producers in the four States of Kansas, New l\Iexico, Oklahoma, 
and Texas voted nearly unanimously for these gentlemen upon this 
pronouncement, and their many Democratic friend s voted with them 
as shown by results in the Democratic States of Oklahoma and Texa . 
Now, if a Republican Congress fails to provide a reasonable tariff on 
foreign oil it would be a repudiation of the promise of our new admin
istration to the many oil-producing States. 

REGULAT.BlD MARKETING SYSTE.:.1 

Price relief must be considered in relation to the way oils are mar
keted. Bnth from printed and oral propaganda, conditions are not 
manipulated in one place or district against another in order that 
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market prices of crude oil and refined products can be controlled sepa
arate from a natural price that would be produced solely fr<lm the 
laws of supply .and demand. · This condition gives the power to major 
refineries with long pipe lines, to wield the age-old club of threat, to 
cut the price of crude oil to cure all ills. It recalls the recent old 
threat the New York money bankers formerly applied, "Do as we say 
or we will make a money panic." This threat was removed by estab
lishing the Federal banking system. 

Nearly two years ago A. W. Mellon advised, "Let the law of supply 
and demand operate unobstructed and the price of crude oil to pro
ducers and the price of refined products to consumers would regulate 
itself." I affirmed his belief, if or when supplemented by a tariff on 
cheap foreign on. 

Why not our Federal Government do some constructive cooperating to 
help the domestic oil producers remove the club of threat of price cut
ting constantly over us, while the State governments limit production? 
If the Jaw of supply and demand was operating normally prices would 
not automatically change with all buyers of crude oil at one time and 
sellers of refined products in every district of the United States. This 
is price control, gentlemen, separate from the law of supply and demand . 

We believe the represel1tativcs in Congress from oil-producing States 
have intelligence to see and know such a condition exists. The problem 
is, What will be done to remedy it? 

In ot·der to give price relief a regulated marketing system is necessary, 
either by agreement with the pipe lines or under cooperation of the 
Federal Government, to enable oil producers to use a cooperative market
ing of their products like farmers and fruit growers use with railroads 
and sugat·-beet farmet·s do with sugar refineries. 

With all these problems reconciled it would be a sol'l'y day for every
body to remove friendly competition from among individual American 
oil producers. I sustain no hostility toward any group of persons or 
p:>rsons owning companies engaged in the oil business, but I do believe 
individual domestic protection of American citizens is most desired of 
any thing, for we all know it is a difficult business to obtain profitable 
results from producing oil under orderly conditions. 

A tariff on foreign oil. 
Marketing under unobstructed supply and demand laws. 
Cooperative drilling programs. 
These constructive remedies at·e imperative to get price relief and 

limit the supply of crude oil to current demand for a pe_riod of time 
worth while. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. MANLOVE. 1\Ir. Speaker, I ask unanimous consen' to 
extend my remarks in the RECoRD by inserting a memorial ad
dress on the life of THOMAS L. RUBEY and a like memorial on 
the life of CHARLES L. FAUST. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Has the gentleman consulted 
with the gentleman from Idaho [Mr. FRENCH]? 

Mr. MANLOVE. Yes; and this is perfectly satisfactory to 
him. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Missouri 
asks unanimous consent to extend his remarks in the RECORD 
by printing two memorial addresses. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 
THOM~S L. RUBEY 

Mr. l\IA.."NLOVE. Mr. Speaker, at the direction of the 1\Us
souri Society of Washington, D. C., I had the honor, as presi
dent thereof, to name two distinguished Members of this body, 
Hon. W. L. NELSON and Hon. J. L. MILLIGAN, and a former 
Member, Hon. C. C. Dickinson, as a committee whose purpose 
it should be to draft a resolution expressing the love and respe<!t 
which ·the members of the society held for their late member, 
Hon. THOMAS L. RUBEY. 

I can think of no manner in which I can pay a higher tribute 
of respect to my departed colleague and friend, Hon. THOMAS L. 
U unEY, a "courageous yet kindly statesman," than by quoting 
the resolution presented by this committee and unanimously 
adopted by the Mi souri Society. 

RON. THOMAS LEWIS RUBEY 

Whereas death has removed Hon. THOMAS LEWIS RUBEY, long an 
honored member of the Missouri Society of Washington, it seems fitting 
that we panse and consider the career of this illustrious Missourian, 
whose death occurred at the family home in Lebanon, Mo., on November 
2, 1028, following a long illness. 

THOMAS L. RUBEY, who was in sixty-sixth year at the time of his 
d ~:>ath, was born at Lebanon, Mo., where most of his life was spent and 
where be was greatly beloved. While attending the University of Mis
souri, of which he was an honored graduate, he met Miss Fannie J. 
Horner, who became his wife and who remained his sweetheart. Mr. 
RUBEY was for five year superintendent of schools in his home city, 
and was for several years a member of the faculty of the Missouri 
School of Mines of the University of Missouri. Entering public life, be 
served in both branches of the Missouri General Assembly, and while 

in the State senate was president pro tempore of that body, and was 
Lieutenant Governor <lf Missouri from 1903 to 1"905. First elected to 
the Sixty-second Congress, he was serving his eighth term at the time 
of his death, and had been nominated, without opposition, for another 
term, but was forced by ill health to resign as a candidate. As a mem
ber of the Committee on Agriculture in the House, Mr. RUBEY was 
especially active and h elpful. As a public official, wherever he served, 
be did so unselfishly nnd ably and with broad sympathy and under
standing. His career and that of Richard Parks Bland, who was also a 
citizen of Lebanon, Mo., brought deserved fame and honor to the Ozarks. 

Following funeral services conducted by the Masonic order, in which 
Representative RUBEY was prominent, the body of this Missourian, who, 
forgetting not his· Nation, had yet ever . put home and friends first, this 
man who was courageous yet kindly, companionable, and lovable to the 
greatest degree, was laid to rest. It was the autumn time; trees on a 
hundred bills were gold and crimson and brown, and as the day died 
the purpling haze suggested peace and home; One who had long lived 
among and loved, with understanding heart, these things, had gone to 
the Father's house : Therefore, be it • 

Resolved, That, r ecognizing the worth of THOMAS L. RUBEY and being 
conscious of its great loss, the Missouri Society of Washington orders 
these resolutions spread upon its records and a copy sent to Mrs. 
Rubey, the faithful helpmeet to whom sympathy is extended. 

C. C. DICKINSON, 
W. L. NELSON, 
J. L. !\1ILLIGAN, 

For the Missouri Society. 

CHARLES L. F.AUST 

l\1r. MANLOVE. Mr. Speaker, my friend, CHARLES L. FAUST, 
is gone. I can not believe it; yet I know it is true. I can not 
account for it. The Grim Reaper is no respecter of persons. 

Those who knew CHARLES L. F.AUST in the grace of his 
physical perfection, with his alert, yet calm, mental attainments, 
could well have believed that he was assured the fortune of a 
long and uninterrupted life. He has answered his last roll call 
in this House. Never again will his charming presence, his 
happy smile, or his warm handclasp bring cheer to those who 
knew him and loved him. 

His passing brings us to a more stern realization of the fact 
that "no man knoweth the hour." 

Leaves have their time to fall, 
And flowers to wither at the north wind's breath, 

And stars to set, but all-
Thou hast all seasons for thine own, 0 Death ! 

We know when moons shall wane, 
When summer birds from far shall cross the sea, 

When autumn's hues tinge the ripening grain
But who shall tell us when to look for thee? 

Others will speak as the years go by of the unfaltering logic 
and statecraft which was his; and well they may praise him 
as a talented and learned lawmaker, yet I love to think of him 
only as my friend. 

Well may we pay tribute to those sterling qualities of his 
nature which sealed unto him, as friends, all of those with 
whom he came in contact. 

Possessed of a courtesy unexcelled, he seemed to radiate a 
warmth of comradeship which drew his fellow man into his 
confidence and held him there. Those who knew him best 
could well believe that he carried in his generous heart the 
spirit so truly expre&sed by the poet: 

I wrote my name upon the sand, 
And trusted it would stand for aye ; 

But soon, alas, the refluent sea 
Had washed my feeble lines away. 

I carved my name upon the wood, 
And after years returned again, 

I missed the shadow of the tree 
'l'bat stretched of old upon the plain. 

'.rhe solid marble next, my name 
I gave, as a perpetual tmst; 

An earthquake rent it to its base, 
And now it lies o'erlaid with dust. 

All these had failed ; I was perplexed ; 
I turned and asked myself, What then? 

If I would have my name endure, 
I'll write it on the hearts of men. 

CHARLEY FAUST i gone. but he wrote his name on the 
hearts of men and we take consolation in the thought that, 
"'Tis not death to live in hearts we leave behind." 
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PERMISSION 'ro .ADDRESS THE HOUSE 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that -after the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. LANKFORD] ad
dresses the House I may proceed for 10 minutes. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from New York 
asks unanimous consent that he may proceed for 10 minutes 
after the address of the gentleman from Georgia. Is there 
objection? 

There was no objection. _ 
1\fr. BOWMAN. Mr. Speaker, Sunday is Mothers' Day. The 

founder of this movement was a West Virginian. I ask unani
mous consent that on Saturday, after the r-eading of the Journal 
and the transaction of business on the Speaker's desk, I may 
be permitted to address the House for 20 minutes. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from West-Vir
ginia asks unanimous consent that on next Saturday, follow
ing the reading of the Journal and disposition of business on 
the Speaker's table, he may be permitted to address the House 
for 20 minutes. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 
FARM: ECONOMIC EQUALITY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under the previous order of 
the House, the gentleman from Georgia, Mr. LANKFORD, is rec
ognized for 45 minutes. 

1\Ir. LANKFORD of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, ladies, and gentle
men of the House, the Evening Star, of this city, on the 28th 
of last month carried a very interesting and logical article 
from the pen of Mark Sullivan on the subject of farm economic 
equality. 

Tbi wonderful writer says that the phra e "farm economic 
equality" has two widely divergent meanings, which he ably 
discus es. I shall quote most of his article and wish to empha
size the many great truths so fully set forth, and at the same 
time respectfully insist that he failed to mention the most 
important meaning of the phrase "farm economic equality." 
In fact, I insist with all my being that " farm economic equal
ity" has but one meaning, and that is as definite as the equality 
between two and two. 

There is but one meaning which is at all acceptable to me, and 
yet I know that this phrase, like the phrase "farm relief," is 
susceptible to almost as many meanings as there are interested 
individuals. 

Except as ju t indicated, I am in fullest accord with the first 
part of Mr. Sullivan's article, which is as follows: 

The _purpose of farm relief is defined everywhere and always in one 
phrase. That phrase is " to give the farmer economic equality with 
other industries." That phrase, or equivalents of it, appear in both 
party platforms, in the bill itself, and in literally thousands of speeclles, 
books, and newspaper articles. That definition of the purpose of farm 
relief is accepted by both sides and by all the arguers. From that point 
everybody starts. It is .about the only detail as to which there is 
universal agreement. 

Yet the tact is, that is the most disputable proposition in the whole 
discu~ sion . It is disputable because it has two possible meanings. 
The meanings are almost as distant from each other as the poles of 
the earth. If you start with one meaning you go north, with the other 
you go south. As a pious platitude " economic parity with other indus
tries" is a universal solvent of trouble. .As a subject for interpretation 
it calls for the most muscular brain work that any farmer is capable 
of, or any Senator or college president, or any of the others who are 
writing books and magazine articles and addressing audiences. 

Does that phrase mean-
(a) That all individual farmers now remaining on the soil shall be as 

individually prosperous as automobile mechanics, steel workers, and 
other workers in other industries? 

Or does the phrase mean-
(b) That agriculture as a whole, agriculture as an industry, shall be 

as other .American industries are: Namely, growing industries, expand
ing industries in which from year to year there is increase of output, 
increase in the number of workers, increase in the value of the plants
like the steel business and the automobile business? 

Neither of the definitions is good. They fall far short of what 
the far~ers have a right to feel were promised them by those 
pledging them "economic parity with other industries." Let 
us examine definition (a) just a little. This definition deals 
with all farmers as laborers only, and not as producers and 
salesmen. It recognizes the farmer as the one to do the hard 
part of producing, by sweat and effort, that which some one -else 
is to bargain. sell, and use as his own. The definition over
looks the fact that the farmer is the owner of the plant and the 
employer and the salesman of his commodity when it is ready 
for market. The laborer on the farm, whether hired owner 
or family of owner, under the phrase "economic equality with 
other industries, should be as individually prospe~ou~ as auto-

mobile mechanics, steel workers, and other workers in other 
industlies," as the result of their labor without reference to 
their status as owners of the farm and of the COIIliD,Odity pro
duced by the labor on the particular farm. 

" Economic equality with other industries " means equality 
not only as a laborer but also as owner of plant, investor of 
capital, salesman of his farm-grown products and owner of the 
profits of his business. ' 

Definition (b) is even more faulty than (a). For agriculture 
to be a growing industry would not put agriculture on a parity 
with other growing industries any more than a growing slave 
would be on a parity with his master who happened to be 
getting fatter. Slavery in this country was on the increase for 
years, and yet those bound with chains and under the task
master's lash were not on an equality with freemen, although 
freemen were also on the increase. 

Equality of gr~wth does not mean equality in all other re
spects, whether financial, economic, or otherwise. Practicaliy 
ever since the beginning of our Government there has been an 
increase in the output, numbers of workers, and value of farm 
plant, yet the farmer has never been on a "parity with other 
industries " within the true meaning of the phrase. A little 
later I purpose attempting to put in my own words a definition 
of this phrase as I understand it. 

Although l\Ir. Sullivan's two definitions fal1 far short of the 
real meaning of the phrase, it is interesting to note that he 
points out that the House bill will probably not raise the farmer 
to either of the planes mentioned by ldm. I find the House bill 
as defective as pointed out by him and fear the bill will not 
only be a great disappointment to the farmers but may jeop
ardize some rights they even now enjoy. 

In this connection let me quote further from Mr. Sullivan's 
article: 

It is fair to say that two-thirds of the discussion in Congress con
fuses these two definitions. The same speaker, "in the same breath, 
passes from one definition to the other. 

If the meaning of that phrase is meaning (a)-that is, greater pros
perity for individual far-mers-theu the present farm relief bill in the 
lower house of Congress may do the work. The bill has the potentiality 
of making individual farmers now on the farms as prosperous as 
analogous workers and owners in city industries. 

Mr. Sullivan says the House bill has the potentiality of assist
ing the individual farmer. This is true, and yet I fear much of 
this potentiality will be used against the farmer rather than for 
him. The bill is not as efficient farm relief as the farmer is 
entitled to, even if eventually it pro\es to be of slight help to 
individual farmers. It will probably help some and hurt others 
and on the whole little or no real help will result to the farmin,;. 
industry. o 

Let me read further from 1\fr. Sullivan's article: 
But if the meaning of that phrase is meaning (b)-that agriculture 

shall be a growing industry-in that event the present program in 
Congress will not do the work. The old program of an " equalization 
fee " would not do it. Probably no alternative program now being gen
erany discussed will do it. 

I quite agree that the House bill will not help the farmer so 
as to cause his industry to grow and I further believe that prac
tically none of the other plans, such as the " equalization-fee " 
idea or the debenture plan, can or will be of much lasting help 
to the farmer. I believe the farm problem can be solved, but 
not by the plans just mentioned, although there is some merit in 
all these schemes. 

We must decide what the phrase "equality with other indus
trie " means, determine how it can be attained for the farmer, 
and then help him secure for himself the desired goal. 

Let me read further from the newspaper article, as follows : 
.As a first step in clarification, let us concentrate for the moment on 

definition (b), which assumes that farming as an industry and as a 
whole is to be given "economic equality" with other industries; that is, 
that agriculture shall become a growing, expanding industry, as other 
industries are. 

NOT GROWING INDUSTRY 

.Agriculture in .America is not now a growing industry. On the con
trary, it is and has been for nearly a generation a declining industry. 
There are fewer persons on the farms to-day than there were 20 yli'ars 
ago, in 1909. To give the figures for a few comparatively recent years, 
the number of persons living on farms has gone down thus : 

f~~g ============================================ ~~: g~i: ~g~ 
f~~~=======::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~+:~~§:888 

One can picture the same condition, the decline in agriculture, in 
another way. One can say that in the ejghties farmers were 50 per 
cent of the total population, had a 50 per cent part in the national life, 
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had 50 per cent of the political power. By 1920 the farmers were less 
than 30 per cent of the population, bad less than a 30 per cent part in 
the national life, less than 30 per cent of the political powe.r. 

This condition, that agriculture as an industry is not growing but 
declining, is an accepted fact. It is repeated here only for its aid in 
clarification. 

WILL HE BE SATISFIED? 

Does the individual farmer care whether his industry is a growing 
one or not? If he himself, as an individual farmer, i1t made. individu
ally more prosperous---will he be satisfied with a farm relief which 
brings that about? A.nd does he care whether there are more farmers 
or not, whether agriculture is a growing industry or not? 

If the farmer will be satisfied to be made individually more pros
perous, then be will probably be pleased with the present legislation in 
Congress, for that bas a reasonable chance to achieve the result. 

1\fr. Sullivan says the present bill has a reasonable chance to 
lift the farmer to one of the levels designated by the article as 
on a parity with " other industries." T? my mind t~ese le':els 
are far below the economic plane occup1ed by other mdustnes. 
Then there is only a slight possibility of the farmer getting even 
this help. He may even lose more than he gains. 

'l'he benefits for the farmer under the present House bill 
(No.1) are-
as two grains of wheat hid in 2 bushels of cbatl'; you shall seek all day 
ere you find them ; and when you have them, they are not worth the 
search. 

I further read as follows : 
But if the farmt>r insists that his industry shall be a growing one, 

then the pending legislation will not do the work, and no variation of 
farm relief now in sight will do the work. The proposal of the old 
1\lcNary-Haugenites, including their "equalization fee," would not make 
things a growing industry-though the old .McNary-Haugenltes sincerely 
thought it would. 

The ~lcNa.ry-Haugenites knew-and were right in this---that agricul
ture can only be a growing industry by being an t'Xporting industry. 
Tht>y knew that if agriculture is to grow, it must sell a surplus 
abroad-" exportable surplus " was a phrase running through all their 
speeches and literature. They knew, however, that such surplus sold 
abroad must be sold at a loss. A.nd so they devised an ingenious mech
anism, the " equalization fee," by which the losses abroad should be 
assessed against all of us here at home, and particularly against the 
farmer himself. 

The equalization fee would not have worked. No system will work by 
which farmers sell abroad at a loss. The country would not go on with 
it. The farmers themselves would not go on with it. 

Mr. Sullivan is absolutely right about this. No farm relief 
plan which does not solve the surplus problem is worthy of 
the name of farm relief. The present House bill is a failure 
because it falls short in this particular. Some plan must make 
the surplus an asset rather than a bui·den, or eliminate the 
unnece. sary surplus before the advent of real farm relief. 
No scheme for dumping the surplus abroad at a loss to the 
farmer, as provided in the old equalization-fee scheme, will 
be sufficient; neither is there real farm relief in a scheme to 
dump at a loss to the Government, as provided in the export
debenture plan. 

There is much less farm relief and some real farm destruc
tion in the plan of present House bill to buy up and hold the 
surplus and thus build up an awful menace to the domestic 
market. This menace, if fostered, is sure to become a curse 
to agriculture in the immediate future. What shall we do 
with the surplus of agricultural commodities? President 
Hoo>er called Congress together to answer, for the farmers, 
this biggest of all farm problems, and yet Congress is dodging 
the issue and leaving the farmer's problem unsolved. 

l\lr. LARSEN. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. LANKFORD of Georgia. I yield to the gentleman from 

Georgia. 
l\lr. LARSEN. Does the gentleman believe that if the 

farmer were receiving an adequate price for what he produces 
at thi8 time and we could induce people not to import farm 
commodities into this country which come into direct competi
tion with the articles produced by our farmers that thel'e 
would really be any overproduction problem? 

l\1r. LANKFORD of Georgia. I do not think there would be 
any overproduction or overproduction problem under such cir
cumstances; in fact, I do not believe there is ever a real 
surplus that should be a menace. The thing we must do is 
to work out some scheme to conh·ol what I call the alleged 
surplus. 

l\1r. LARSEN. The gentleman realizes that there is a great 
deal of underconsumption of both as to food and cloth products? 

Mr. LANKFORD of Georgia. There is a great deal of under
consumption, but as long as there are naked backs and hungry 

mouths there is no real surplus of foodstuffs or cotton or 
wool. 

Mr. LARSEN. And this underconsumption is brought about 
by reason of the fact that the farmers are unable to purchase 
what they really require for their own consumption. 

l\Ir. LAi~KFORD of Georgia. They are unable to purchase 
all they need for consumption with the money they get out of 
the products which they produce. They do not get a square 
deal. They do not get a fair price for their farm products. 

Mr. LARSEN. And, of course, that is the only money the 
farmer has. 

Mr. LANKFORD of Georgia. The farmer as a rule has no 
money except what he makes on the farm. Of course, what 
the farmer really needs is mass control of sales. He needs bar
gaining power, and whether there is a surplus or not, there is 
what may be termed an alleged surplus, especially when a crop 
is first placed on the market, which is used by the profiteers, 
the speculators, and the gamblers to depress unduly the price of 
such farm commodities. 

Mr. LARSEN. Has the gentleman considered the advisability 
of cheapening farm production by operation of Muscle Shoals 
or any other system that would give him cheaper fertilizer or 
enable him to produce at less cost? 

1\lr. LANKFORD of Georgia. I have given most serious con
sideration to this problem. That would go a long way toward 
solving the farmer's problem. It would be of tremendous help 
to him. 

Mr. LARSEN. It would put more money into his pod:et, 
rould it not? 
Mr. LANKFORD of Georgia. Certainly, it would, and that is 

what the farmer wants and what he is justly entitled to. 
Mr. LARSEN. And would; therefore, give him greater pur

chasing power. 
Mr. LANKFORD of Georgia. The farmer wants a better 

price for what he proouces. 
l\Ir. LARSEN. And would also enaule him to consume more 

and pay his debts. 
Mr. LA!I."'KFORD of Georgia. There is no doubt about it. 

My idea is that the operation of Muscle Shoals under proper 
methods would bring cheaper fertilizer to the farm-er and would 
go a long way toward solving the farmer's problem, and yet 
I run arguing that while all these things help the farmer, they 
will never put the farmer on a patity with other industries 
until the farmer, like other industries, can name, within rea
sonable limits, the price of the commodity which he sells. This 
surplus, or al1eged surplus, must be controlled and managed 
in some way, and I have the idea-in fact, I know-that Presi
dent Hoover called this Congress together to solve that one 
problem, and that is the one problem that this House has not 
attempted to solve by the bill which has been brought out by 
the House committee and put on its passage here and passed 
without an amendment being allowed except committee amend
ments. 

Mr. GLOVER. Will the gentleman yield for a question? 
1\Ir. LANKFORD of Georgia. I will be pleased to yield to 

the gentleman. 
Mr. GLOVER. The gentleman said a moment ago that if we 

had proper distribution of the things grown on the farm and 
if the hungry were properly fed and the people were properly 
clothed there would likely be no surplus. 

1\Ir. LANKFORD of Georgia. That is true. 
Mr. GLOVER. I will ask the gentleman if it is not true that 

the Interstate Commerce Commission that has fixed the inter
state commerce rate on all commodities out of one State into 
another has fixed the rate so high under the existing law, ·with 
a heavy penalty for violation, that this practically prevents the 
distribution of these commodities to tho e that are hungry and 
ought to be fed and to those that need to be clothed. 

Mr. LANKFORD of Georgia. I thank the gentleman for 
that contribution. The farmers' products are and have always 
been distributed in the interest of the profiteer rather than in 
the interest of the producer. 

The problem, I repeat, is what shall we do with the surplus? 
Shall we lessen it by curtailment of production? Can pro
duction be effectively controlled? Should it be curtailed or 
increased at will of the farmers? Should the surplus be 
dumped abroad at a loss? Should it be held here as a menace 
to the domestic market? These are questions for Congress, 
yet Congress is derelict in its duty to tbe farmer and is abso
lutely failing to give reasonable consideration to these burning 
farm-relief issues. Some say there is no real surplus. This 
may be true and yet we all know there is an alleged surplus 
which, when not properly handled, unduly depresses the price 
of farm products. What shall we do with it? Like Banquo's 
ghost, it will not down. Once it is produced, it effects the 
market. If bought up by a stabilization corporation, the sur-
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plus will still be in existence ; if sold abroad at a loss, the 
farmer pays the loss and yet it supplies part of the world needs 
and drives prices down. If the surplus is held here, it is ex
pensive until sold and then goes into the channels of commeree 
and drives prices down. If it is held over until next year and 
there is another surpluR, the problem becomes greater until 
there i~ a short crop and then the accumulated surplus will fall 
back on the mar:ket, crush it and hold prices down, thus depriv
ing the farmer of the good prices he would otherwise enjoy 
during the period of otherwise real demand for his newly 
produced commodity. 

Let us read more of 1\fr. Sullivan's article. I agree in toto 
with much he says and am perpetuating in the RECORD the 
good things he said and pointing out some of the conclusions 
which I feel are erroneous. I further read as follows : 

But-and here is the root of the matter-why is it that agriculture 
can not successfully have an exportable surplus, while other industries 
can? 

Why is it that the steel industry can sell abroad and by so doing 
prosper greatly? Why is it that, as respects every industry except 
agriculture-the bigger the ex.'Portable surplus the better? Why do 
we all cheer the automobile manufacturers and the steelmakers on to 
sell more and more abroad-whereas, we tell the farmer that his 
exportable surplus is a burden and a mistake? · Why is it that the 
farmer's exportable surplus must be recognized as meaning a loss, 
while every other industry's exportable surplus is recognized as a 
benefit? 

To put it very tersely, what is this queer distinction which marks off 
farming from other industries, as respects the exportable surplus? 
Why is it that every other industry can sell abroad and "get away 
with it" richly, while agriculture, apparently, can not? 

To answer that question is to clarify the whole situation. 
The answer is-mass production (together with, in a degree, the 

tariff). More lengthily, the answer is that manufacturers can practice 
mass production, whereas farmers can not. 

Mr. Speaker, the farmer does not need mass production so 
much as he needs mass-production control and mass-bargaining 
power. The mass production which Mr. Sullivan has in mind 
would only help lessen the cost of production. Of course this 
would help, but the farmer must have mass control of his bar
gaining power and of everything that affects that bargaining 
power if he is to enjoy an economic equality with other in
dustries. 

The farmer will never be on a parity with other industries 
while these industries name both the prices at which the farmer 
buys and those at which he sells. "Economic equality " for the 
farmer must haye only one meaning, and that is that the 
farmer is the recipient of as great special favors at the hands 
of the Government as are granted to other industries, and like 
them be able to sell his own commodities when he pleases, where 
he pleases, to whom he pleases, and that he can name, within 
reasonable limits, the prices of his farm products. The farmer 
can never enjoy this equality uptil Congress decides he shan .. 
have it and enacts legislation enabling the farmers to control 
their production so as to only produce what the world needs, 
and then be in position to demand that the world pay a fair 
price to the farmer for feeding and clothing an otherwise naked 
and hungry world. 

What shall we do with the surplu:s? I will answer. Enable 
the farmers to not produce an unnecessary surplus and then 
enable them to get a reasonable price for what they do produce. 
I have shovm fully how this can be done by statements before 
both the House Committee on Agriculture and the Senate Com
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry. My plan is in the form of 
a bill, H . R. 78, introduced at this session. 

But I wish to read another extract from Mr. Sullivan's article, 
as follows: 

When Hudson or Studebaker has made its first 100,000 automobiles 
the additional cost of making the next one is relatively almost negligible. 
nut when the farmer has plowed and harrowed and seeded and weeded 
his first . hundred acres the additional cost of plowing and seeding the 
next acre is practically the same as the cost of any of the other acres. 

That fundamental distinction is what makes it possible for other 
industries to have an exportable surplus successfully-and impossible 
for the farmer. After an automobile manufactw:er has built his factory 
and set up his machinery and laid out his model and patterns and made 
his first 100,000 machines, thereafter he can make additional machines 
at a cost so low that the price he gets abroad for his "exportable 
·surplus " is no loss to him. 

But with a farmer the case is quite different. His thousandth bushel 
of wheat involves an additional cost to him practically as great as the 
cost of his first bushel or any other bushel. Whenever the farmer 
raises more than he clln sell at home his "exportable surplus" repre-

· sents so great an additional cost to produce that if he sells it abroad 
at all he must sell it at a loss. 

This distinction, that manufacturers can practice mass . production 
and that farmers can not, is fundamental. Grasp that, and much of 
the farm relief problem becomes clear. 

Much of Mr. Sullivan's logic is irresistible, but he is wrong 
when he insists that' it is impossible for the farmers to profitably 
produce and handle an exportable surplus. It can be done with 
reasonable legislation. It must be done as to cotton and tobacco 
or else these crops are doomed. 

I quote the balance of the article on mass production, which is 
as follows: 

One group of farm "reliefcrs," seeing this distinction and admitting 
it, think there is a way out. They think the way is to have mass pro
duction on the farms. They say farming should imitate big business, 
should be done in big units. '.fhey would have farms of 1,000,000 acres 
each, with factory methods-with all the attributes of mass production. 
But every farmer knows that you can't have the attributes of mass pro
duction on the farm. Every farmer knows that the condition which 
makes mass production on farms impossible will operate on a million
acre farm as much as on a hundred-acre one. .Mass production is not 
big production merely. "Mass production " is the recognized name for 
a method. That method is possible in manufacturing; in farming the 
method is impossible. Big farms might mean-though this is not cer
tain-a slight reduction in the cost of :raising each bushel of wheat. 
But the reduction would be ne:;Jigible compared to the reduction that 
mass production effects in manufacturing. The farm relievers who pro
pose mass production on farms are not themselves farmers. 

Anyhow, America doesn't want million-acre farms, run under factory 
conditions. That would mean that the individual farmer, now independ
ent, would become a hired man. 

I quite agree with Mr. Sullivan, "America does not want 
million-acre farms run under factory conditions," and yet I feal' 
we are coming to this or a worse condition in the absence of 
some real farm-relief legislation. 

I read further : 
The farm-relief plan now pending in the lower House of Congress can 

and may make the individual farmer more prosperous. But it can not 
make agriculture a growing, expanding industry in the sense that steel 
and automobiles are growing industries. It can not enable agricultut·e 
to have an exportable surplus and sell it to advantage. 

Under every plan of farm relief now generally discussed American ag
riculture will ultimately, and soon, be restricted to the home American 
market. (What is said here applies to ordinary crops ; there are excep
tions, recognized by everybody, in which the conditions are fundamen
tally different, such as cotton.) 

His exception as to cotton is correct, and yet the very fact 
that we do and must produce a surplus or quit makes farm relief 
legislation of the right type all the more necessary for the cotton 
grower and the Nation. 

With prop€r legislation the producers of all basic farm com
modities should have a profitable world market. There can cer
tainly be no economic equality with other industries if the 
farmer is restricted to the domestic market while other indus
tries sell throughout the world. 

I read further as follows : 
As the caterer to the American market and given a monopoly of the 

American market by the tariff-under these conditions the American 
farmer as an individual can do very well. But agriculture as an in
dustry can not become a growing, expanding industry in the sense that 
steel and automobiles are growing industries. Only those industries 
can grow which export, which have the whole world as their potential 
market. 

I must make a clear-cut issue with the statement that "agri
culture a.s an industry can not become a growing, expanding 
industry, in the sense that steel and automobiles are growing." 
I agree that only those industries can grow which have the 
whole world as their potential market. The farmer, though, 
has the whole world as his potential market and with proper 
legislation he can enjoy his market, both domestic and foreign, 
can grow and expand like other industries, and can enjoy an 
economic equality with them. There can be no economic equal
ity for the farmer unless he bas the same world market, the 
same bargaining power, and the same special privileges accorded 
others. 

I read again, as follows : 
Thls fact, that the farm relief now contemplated will not make 

agriculture a growing industry, is disagreeable to many farm spokesmen 
in Congress. They do not like to admit it. But the fact is that the 
present major program of farm relief looks to having as many, a.nd uo 
more, farmers in America as will feed our own population. America, in 

• 
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short, is on the way toward becoming a great manufacturing Nation, 11 

great exporter of manufactured goods, with only so much agriculture as 
will, so to speak, do the gardening for our own people. 

I regret very much that the statement that I have just read 
contains an awful truth. It is a sad but true picture. The 
so-called farm bill, just passed by the House, is a death warrant 
for agriculture as a great world industry. It means to restrict 
the farmer rather than enlarge his activities. The bill has a 
noble declaration of policy by which is sought the concealment 
of the real purposes of the sponsors of the bill. The bill provides 
much more machinery for l(l"Vering farm prices than are pro
vided for elevating them. It restricts the activities of the 
farmer and threatens to withdraw all alleged aid if the farmer 
even appears happy over any proffered help. If he even 
whistles to keep up courage, he better be careful lest some 
one thinks he is about to increase his acreage. 

There can be no effective farm relief without effective control 
of production and marketing, but the plan set up in this bill is 
worse than foolish ; it is criminal. The bill seeks to do some 
things that are already being done; some things that ought 
never be done; and little else. I am sorely disappointed over 
the House bill and am hoping and praying that Congress will 
yet solve the farm problem before it is finally too late. 

Now, let me read the rest of Mr. Sullivan's article: 
But suppose some one insists on definition (b), that agriculture as a. 

whole shall be a growing industry. Suppose the farm leaders say, 
" We demand legislation that will restore agriculture to the position It 
once had; we demand that America shall again be a great agricultural 
country ; that the farmers shall again be 50 per cent of the population, 
have a 50 per cent share in the national life, have 50 per cent of 
political power." 

If legislation to that effect be demanded, how should we go about It? 
The answer is almost like the answer to a request for the unscram

bling of an omelet. ' Or it is like trying to turn the clock back 50 
years. 

For one step we should have to abandon our protective tariff on 
manufactures. That, at this stage, would be pretty revolutionary. 

One can state the situation in a few sentences: 
In America, for over 50 years, more and more manufacturing has been 

done. What is it that has stimulated manufacturing in America? 
Answer, the protective tariff. If we want to reverse the process, what 
step should be taken? Answer, get rid of the protective tariff on 
manufactures. 

But is the country generally-is the farmer himself-willing to con
template that step? It might, after a period of economic dislocation, 
cause agriculture to grow as an industry. But the intervening period
the immediate consequence-would be pretty painful to everybody, 
including the farmer. 

I do not believe all the farmers' ills are attributable to the na
tional tariff policy. I know there have been and now are many 
discriminations again&t the farming class. I have no expecta
tion that the present tariff policy will be abandoned. I only 
hope for such revisions as will give the farmer the greatest 
possible protection under the system, and where the tariff fails 
to protect the farmer it is our duty as conscientious law makers 
to give the equivalent of the tariff privilege in aid by other 
fair means. The farmers can be and should be put on an equal
ity with other industries. I fear Congress will not pass proper 
legislation for this purpose at this session. I know the House 
bill falls far short of this pledge of both major parties. The 
House bill provides for a stabilization which I fear means ex
termination. It certainly does not provide for growth and fur
ther development. 

1_'o my mind, the purpose of the House bill is fully mani
fe::;ted in one sentence in the House committee's report, as fol
lows: 

As we have shown, it is impossible for agriculture to control its 
production and it is aguinst public interest that it should attempt to 
control it to the extent that the industry can so control. 

The sponsors of House bill l, here declare in effect that they 
do not believe the farmers can be placed on an " equality with 
other industries," and in effect declare that they do not desire 
such equality for the farmers. The farmers can never be on the 
much-promised "equality" ~ith others until they have sufficient 
bargaining power to name within reasonable limits the prices 
of their own commodities, and they can not do this without the 
same control of their production and. marketing as is enjoyed by 
other industries. 

To say that it is not desirable that the farmers control their 
own production is another way of saying it is not desirable 
that they be permitted to name the prices of their commodities, 
subject, of course, to the same laws that affect industry. This 
statement in the House report is equivalent to a declaration that 
the farmer can not be placed on a pa1ity with ot~~r indus~!es, 

and that it is not desirable by the sponsors of the bill that the 
farmer enjoy this equality. 

This declaration in the House report brands anyone with 
such views as an enemy of farm relief, as an antagonist of a 
square deal for the farmer, and as a henchman for the profiteer, 
speculator, and farm-produce gambler. How can anyone expect 
" farm economic equality " to be ushered in by any bill backed 
with a report indicating such motives as are here expressed? 

In order to arrive more fully at what the sponsors of the 
House bill contend is "farm economic equality" let us read fur
ther from that well-sugarcoated piece of putrifaction, designated 
as committee report on House bill 1, as follows : 

Our problem, then, is the effort to keep for the !aTmer his independence 
of thought and action, yet bring him a return for his capital and labor 
at least sufficient to maintain the traditional farm home which knew 
comfort even though it lacked ease. This we believe is what the farmer 
means when he speaks of economic equality with industry. He neither 
asks nor expects equal financial rewards with the giants of industry or 
banking. 

That is the wonderful farm relief which is to be handed to 
the farmer. -Just think of it, ye friends of the farmer. This 
committee report declares solemnly that it is one of the great 
prerogatives of this Congress here and now "to keep for the 
farmer his independence of thought." Oh! if there -was some 
way for what the farmers ~ill think about this legislation to be 
heard in thunder tones by all the sponsors of the House bill. 
But while the farmers will be expressing in indignant rerms 
what they think about this bill, its sponsors will be sitting in 
the seat of the speculator and farm pai·asite anti will not hear 
the cry of distress and the wails of disappointment of those 
who feed and clothe them, and if they heard these agonizing 
moans they would only be met by the fiendish chuckle engen
dered by further anticipated profits and spoils. 

I am glad that legislation is not necessary to secure for the 
farmer " independence of thought." Otherwise I very much fear 
he would not get even this God-given right from the sponsors 
of this bill. I am glad that as long as life lasts and brain func
tions thought is free. Bunyan in Bedford jail was free to think 
and to pray. 

Even this bill will not let the farmer think he is being bene
fited. He will know that he is being robbed. He will not think 
a falsehood. If he should happen to think there is slight hope 
of some help under the bill, he will have to conceal his thoughts 
less some one thinks he is about to increase his production. The 
sponsors of this bill are strong for maintaining " the traditional 
farm home which knew comfort even though it lacked ease." 
Why should not the farm home have both comfort and ease? 
They are the best homes this side of heaven. The enthusiastic 
sponsors of the House bill evidently feel that they are making a 
great concession when they consent for the farmers' homes to 
enjoy the comforts of free air, bright sunshine, abundant rain
fall, and such God-given privileges as are free to all. 
-The farmer can never be placed on " equality with other 
industries " until he can sell his commodities for a fair price 
and enjoy the "ease" that comes fr<tm getting a fair return 
for the toil of himself and family. The enthusiastic supporters 
of the House bill by their report say the farmer " neither asks 
nor expects equal financial rewards with the giants of industry 
or banking," These strong supporters of this remarkable bill 
further say they " believe " this " is what the farmer means 
when he speaks of economic equality with indu try." 

I say here and now, measuring my words, no true friend of 
the farmer believes that while the farmer "neither asks nor 
expects equal financial rewards with the giants of indu~try or 
banking" he is at all on a parity with them. Any farmer, 
legislator, or other person who thinks that the farmer can be 
on an "economic equality with other industries" while he 
"neither asks nor expects equal financial rewards with them," 
is a fit subject for the lunatic asylum. Certainly no such man 
ought to be writing a farm relief bill and if he write a bill 
labeled " farm relief" the friends of the farmer should ·fear it 
as they would death itself. 

It is true many farmers and others do not expect the farmer 
ever to receive "equal financial rewards with the giants of 
industry or banking." It is difficult for me, myself, not to lose 
all hope. This very bill I am now discussing is enough to dis
courage the most optimistic friend of the farmer. Some say 
the farmer can never be put on a parity with other industries. 
I believe he can be given this equality and it seems so unfair · 
and even criminal for any one to say the farmer "neither asks 
nor expects equal financial rewards" when he begs and pleads 
for "economic equality with industry." 

It is an outrage of the blackest, foulest type if the promise 
of the Democratic and Republican Parties to put the farmers 
on a~ "economic equality with othe!: industries" is to be swept 
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aside by both parties with a statement that the farmer "neither 
asks nor expects equal :financial rewards with the giants of 
industry or banking," and if insult is to be added to injury by 
a further widening and deepening of the awful gulf which now 
separates agriculture and other industries. Is other industry 
to be further enriched and agriculture further impoverished? 
Is bureaucratic power to be given a further strangle bold on 
the throat of the farmer and his already manacled bands and 
feet made more helpless? Is the Government at tremendous 
expense to create an awful all-powerful agency not to raise 
prices, but to lower them; not to save the farmer from the 
speculator, but to speculate on the farmer; not to save a profit 
for the farmer, but to take it from him; and not to help the 
f:u-mer name his own prices, but to dominate all farm prices 
in behalf of other industries and those who profiteer and live 
off of the farmer's very lifeblood? 

It is most remarkable that such· a bill as bas ju....~ been passed 
should even be reported from the House Cm:nmittee on Agri
culture, with such a report as came with it. It is more remark
able that both Democrats and Republicans of the committee, 
with few honor.able exceptions, should fight for and secure i.ts 
passage without a single noncommittee amendment being al
lowed or seriously considered. It is furthermore beyond the 
comprehension of fair-minded friends of the faqner that at 
an extra session of Congress, called for the specifl.c purpose of 
passing farm legislation, extended hearings should be held by 
the House Committee on Agricultu:I·e at which the profiteer, 
speculator, and middleman were heard most attentively and 
fully, and yet not a single farmer was heard in person for a 
single minute of time. For hours, days, and weeks this com
mittee heard the plans of the enemies of the farmer and those 
who farm not, yet· live off the farmer, and not a single word 
was heard from a farmer as to the plan of relief he desired. 

In all fairness, would it not have been more honest to the 
farmer to hear from him just a few words at least as to the 
kind of legislation he desired, rather than hear almost unlimited 
evidence from the middlemen, profiteers, and gamblers as to 
the kind of a bill they would consent to be passed and labeled 
" farm relief "? The committee champions of the bill in effect 
boast because no farmers testified; because the profiteers and 
enemies of the farmer were heard most fully and because the 
committee followed fully the suggestions of the millers, manu
facturers, and profiteers and wrote the bill desired by the ene· 
mies of true farm relief. [Applause.] 

I read from the House committee report on H. R. 1, as fol
lows: 

We were very fortunate in the group of witnesses who accepted our 
invitation to present their views. They were mainly drawn from what 
might be called the business men of agriculture-the heads of the great 
cooperative marketing associations which have grown with remarkable 
strides in the last 10 years. To these were added the representatives 
of gt·eat farm organizations, editors, educators, and men from the busi
ness and manufacturing world. 

These are all the committee say they heard. Not a single 
fanner was permitted to present his suggestions. Again I 
read from the committee re:Port, as follows: 

Our Indebtedness to them can be best shown by the fact that the bill 
we are now reporting is based almost entirely upon, and is completely 
supported by, the record of the hearings. 

'.I'he report boasts that the farm bill desired by these groups 
was written and reported out. The bill was and is in the in
terest of the middlemen and speculators. I admit the millers 
and manufacturers may be good men, but would it not have 
been fairer to the farmer if he had been permitted to suggest 
the plan of farm relief rather than these men who speculate 
at the expense of the farmer? Would not it have been better 
for the farmer to tell of his desires rather than all the plans 
come from heads of cooperatives, editors, educators, and busi
ness men, all of whom live at the expense of the farmer, and 
all of whom probably expect no benefit from farm legislation 
()ther than increased salaries and profits from the farmer's labor 
and effort? No wonder a profiteer's bill was reported. No 
wonder the committee, after days of evidence from those who 
suck the farmer's lifeblood, and •without one word from the 
farmer,. should report out such a monstrosity, backed up by a 
report declaring the farmer " neither asks nor expects equal 
financial rewards with the giants of industry or banking." 

Mr. ARENTZ. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. LANKFORD of Georgia. I will yield to my good friend 

from Nevada. 
Mr. ARENTZ. Are these the gentleman's own ideas on farm 

legislation? I thought H. R. 1 was in the opinion of the 
gentleman from Georgia a ste\1 in the right direction. I 

gather from what the gentleman says that every item of 
H. R. 1 is wrong. Is that true? 

Mr. LANKli~ORD of Georgia. I am very much opposed to 
H. R. 1. I finally voted for it because I have faith in Presi
dent Hoover that he will appoint a board which may be ab-le 
to do something helpful to the farmer. My fear is that, like 
all other great pieces of legislation, it may fall into bad hands 
eventually, that it will fall into control of people who are not 
friends of the farmer. I voted for the bill believing that if it 
was found not to be workable that Mr. Hoover would be in 
favor of such amendments as would make it effective for farm 
relief. I believe that the bill now does not give the farmer 
what the farmer needs, is entitled to, and has been promised. I 
do not believe that the bill gives the farmer what the Repub· 
lican platform promised nor what the Democratic platform 
promised. 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. LANKFORD of Georgia. I yield. 
Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. I would like to ask the gentle

man from Georgia this question : I noticed in the House the 
Democratic leadei·sbip lined up for H. R. 1, President Hoover's 
so-called plan, but in the Senate our Democratic friends have 
lined up for a different proposition. I would like to know which 
plan the gentleman from Georgia feels is the better plan for the 
farmer, the plan advocated by the Democrats in the House or 
the plans advocated by the Democrats in the Senate. 

Mr. LANKFORD of Georgia. I think the plan advocated by 
the Democrats in the Senate is far superior to the plan advo
cated by the Democrats in the House. 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Then why did not the gentleman 
vote for that plan in the House? 

l\Ir. LANKFORD of Georgia. Because I did not get a chance 
to vote for it. The amendment for that plan went out on a 
point of order. We had no chance to vote for the debenture 
plan in the House. 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Did the gentleman speak for the 
debenture plan as the gentleman from Texas [Mr. JoNES] did? 

1\Ir. LANKFORD of Georgia. No; I did not because I wanted 
to make other observations. · I have said from time to time that 
I was in favor of the debenture plan. I have advocated the 
debenture plan heretofore in speeches on this floor and intend 
doing so in the future. 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Is not this the plan ; that our 
Democratic friends are trying to organize and bring to naught 
and obstruct the plan df President Hoover for farm relief so 
that you can go to the country and say that we have not accom
plished what we set out for'? 

Mr. LANKFORD of Georgia. I do not know what the mo
tive of- others is, but I say that I myself am really opposed to 
the House bill and only voted for it because of my faith in 
President Hoover, and because I hope that it will be amended 
from time to time until we really ha-ve legislation firmly estab
lishing the farmer "on a parity with other industries." I be
lieve President Hoover is a friend of the farmer and far be it 
from me to do anything to embarrass him in his efforts in behalf 
of the agricultural class. I do feel, though, thaf some Members · 
of this House, both Republicans and Democrats, should feel 
embarrassed because of promises that have been made by both 
parties and not kept by either here on this floor. We have not 
met to play politics or embarrass anyone. We should legislate 
for the farmer so as to relieve his financial embarrassment and 
so as to prevent ns as lawmakers the embarrassment that 
should come from unfulfilled promises. There is no politics in 
this matter as I see it. I hope and pray that this administra
tion passes and gets credit for the best farm bill ever conceived 
by the mind of man. I shall do all I can to help the President 
in his efforts in behalf of the farmer. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman has 
expired. 

Mr. LANKFORD of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent for five additional minutes. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the request 
of the gentleman from Georgia? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. LARSEN. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. LANKFORD of Georgia. I yield. 
Mr. LARSEN. Does not the gentleman favor that portion 

of the bill which provides a Federal farm board? 
Mr. LANKFORD of Georgia. Yes; I am in favor of the 

creation of a farm board, but I think we ought to provide more 
fully the duties of the board. We are creating a board without 
naming its duties with sufficient definiteness. 

Mr. LARSEN. Does not the gentleman think the proposed 
farm bill (H. R. 1) forms the basis for farm relief legislation? 
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Mr. LANKFORD of Georgia. I think it forms a basis upon 

which can be constructed beneficial legislation. 
This is one reason why I voted for it. But I think the func

tions of the board ought to be more specifically indicated. I 
voted for the bill, hoping that later it would be so amended as 
to make it the specific duty of the board to function in favor of 
the farmer instead of against him. [Applause.] 

The farmer may not expect anything worth while from the 
champions of the House bill. He bas been promised " economic 
equality with other industries" in both party platforms and by 
those everywhere who would deceive him. But it is evident 
that he is not to get soon, if at all, this much-promised equality. 
The farmer may not " ask " this equality of many people. Too 
many ignore his fair and honest requests, and the House com
mittee did not even give him an opportunity to ask. The writer 
of the report, speaking for the House committee, says : 

We particularly desire to note that no representative of any trade or 
consuming group appeared before us except with helpful and sympa
thetic suggestions. 

This is a poor apology for not consulting the farmers in the 
preparation of a bill alleged to be in their behalf. The farmers 
were deprived of their "day in court." They have not had a 
fair hearing and they are condemned and sentenced to an unlaw
ful servitude. The report says that the trade and consuming 
groups made "helpful and sympathetic suggestions." Their 
suggestions certainly were "helpful" in the writing of a bill in 
behalf of the profiteers and "sympathetic" just as the butcher 
is sympathetic for the sheep he is leading to slaughter. Then, 
again, would not it be fairer to the farmer that we be guided by 
the sympathy of the farmer for the farmer rather than by the 
crocodile tears of the enemies of the farmer? 

And this is putting the farmer on an " economic equality with 
other industries." The entire House bill and report would be 
ludicrous in the extreme if they did not constitute an attempted 
outrageous crime. "Farm economic equality" can have but 
one meaning. Anything short of that may be farm relief, but 
it is not what has been promised the farmer over and over 
again. 

Better freight rates, the debenture scheme, improved tariff 
schedules, insurance plans, and dozens of lesser farm relief 
programs all are or may be helpful in a way to the farmer, but 
they are not all that was promised the farmer nor all that be 
has a right to expect. Farm relief in its truer, broader sense 
means the empowering of the farmer t~ exercise to the fullest 
an "economic equality with other industries," which can only 
be exercised by the farmer selling what he produces in the 
markets of the world just like other industries. 

Farm relief in its fullest sense can only mean the farmer's 
charter of liberty, in which is to be written a new freedom 
under which and by which the farmer shall be independent and 
empowered to control his own affairs on an equality with other 
enterprises. This freedom will be new, for no such plan has 
yet been worked out and put into effect by man since the begin
ning of time. It will be a charter containing hitherto un
granted rights and powers and requiring loyalty of freemen 
exercising ~ great right. 

The farmer can never be independent and able to control his 
own affairs on a parity with other industries until he is given 
such assistance as is necessary to enable him and all his fellow 
farmers to effectively control the production and the marketing 
of their products, thereby obtaining for them such bargaining 
power as to enable them, within reasonable limits, to name the 
price at which they will sell their own products. This freedom 
must be a freedom of action, for battles mu t be fought in the 
winning and preservation of every great right. 

The farmer must do what the Government can not do for 
him, and the Government should do what th~ farmer can not 
do for himself. There should be and there can be created a 
contractual relation which will enable the farmer to control 
his production and marketing and thus enable him, within 
reasonable limits, to name the price at which he will sell the 
fruits of his own labor. This and only this will put the farmer 
on an "equality with other industries." [Applause.] 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman from 
Georgia has expired. 

SHIPPING AND NAVIGATION LAWS 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Speaker, on December 14, 1928, I 
spoke on the necessity of a revision of the shipping laws, and 
gave some facts and figures to the House, after a great deal 
of study of the subject. At that time I had pending before 
the Committee on Rules of the House a resolution calling for 
an investigation or a study of the shipping laws, with a desire 
to revise them and bring them up to date. There was no action 

taken on it during the last Congress and in the present Congress 
I have reintroduced the same resolution, H. J. Res. 8. 

At the time I introduced my resolution it was stated that 
there was an inquiry going on in New York concerning the 
Vestris disaster, and that all of the facts were being brought 
out at that inquiry. That was the argument that was presented 
to justify the taking of no action on my resolution. That reso
lution was entirely constructive, providing for a study of these 
laws concerning shipping, most of which had become obsolete 
and antiquated, not meeting modern conditions at all. 

Within the very few days past this country has been startled 
and shocked by testimony given by witnesses concerning the 
loss of the Vestris before a board of inquiry of the London 
Board of Trade. The same witnesses who testified in the New 
York inquiry before Commissioner O'Neill are now testifying 
in London, and they frankly state that the testimony which 
the,y ga\e in the New York inquiry was not complete. One 
of the witnesses testified that he had falsified the ship's log, 
and another testified that the witnesses had been coached in 
New York, and would not give the real facts in New York that 
par:t of the testimony was false, purposely and unlawfully doing 
so with the knowledge and consent · of the head of the Lamport 
& Holt Line officials concerning the facts about the Vestris 
disaster. 

We now know that the Vestris was overloaded, which was 
the direct cause of the loss of the ship. After the Vestris dis
aster, and right after my address on December 14, I asked the 
United States Steamboat Inspection Service to subject the 
steamer Vauban, of the Lamport & Holt Line, to a stability 
test. The T1 au ban is a sister ship to the Vestris, built and con
structed, as I understand, on the same plan. My purpose in 
asking that the Va1Lban be subjected to a stability test was 
twofold. First, in the event the Lamport & Holt Line refused 
to submit to the test, we could then go into the courts, and i.f 
the courts found that we had no authority to subject a foreign 
ship to such an investigation, I could then bring home to Con
gress the need of immediate action; and, second, if the Vauban 
was submitted to this test, we could come very near ascertain
ing the stability of the ill-fated Vestris. The Lamport & Holt 
Line did submit the Vauban to the stability test. That test 
has been made by the United States Steamboat Inspection 
Se1·vice. Here is the result of test: 

Stability steamer Vattban. Preliminary result o! test shows 8 inches 
negative stability. Vessel permitted proceed pending completion o! 
figures with 300 long tons pig iron ballast and 1,126 long tons liquid 
ballast. 

This is signed by 1\fr. Hoover, head of the Steamboat Inspec
tion Service. 

Now, if the Vest1·is was also 8-inch negative stability-and 
we have every reason to believe that she was-and was over
loaded, the sending of that ship out with passengers on board 
was nothing short of cold-blooded murder. 

According to testimony given in London concerning the 
Vest1·is, in the inquiry in New York witnesses testified falsely 
on advice of counsel representing the Lamport & Holt Line. 
Gentlemen, what are you going to do about it? The American 
people are looking to Congress for protection and relief in this 
matter. I wrote to the Secretary of Commerce yesterday ask
ing that as each ship of the Lamport & Holt Line comes into 
port it be subjected to the stability test and to a rigid inspec
tion, and that the certificate of seaworthiness be withdrawn 
from every ship of the Lamport & Holt Line in American ports 
because of tbe fact that they have entirely disqualified them
selves from receiving any privileges under the American law. 

MAY 6, 1929. 
Hon. ROBERT F. LAMONT, 

Becretm·y of Commerce, Washington, D. 0. 
MY DEAR MR. SECRETARY : No doubt you have noted the testimony 

given before the board of inquiry now being held in London concerning 
the sinking of the British steamer Vestris and no doubt you have been 
ns shocked and startled by this testimony as everybody else who bas 
read it. 

While it will take some time to revise our shipping laws, I believe that 
you have sufficient power under existing law to safeguard the lives of 
American citizens who risk another Vestr-is disaster by boarding vessels 
of the Lamport & Holt Lines. Shortly after the Vestris di. aster I 
requested the Steamboat Inspection Service to submit the steamer 
Vaubml, of the same line, a sister ship to the Vestris, to a stability 
test. I am informed that a preliminary result of test shows 8 
inches negative stability. This vessel was permitted to proceed pend
ing completion of figures with 1,426 tons of ballast to give her the 
required positive stability. 

In view of the testimony given before the British board of inquiry, 
that not only was the vessel over.ljaded and that fact concealed before~ 
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the inquiry held in New York, but that officers and witnesses appearing 
before the inquiry held at New York were coached and told what to 
say in order to conceal the condition of the $hip and the real facts, it 
is clear now -that the Vestris, sister ship of the Vauban, was as negative 
in her stability if not more than the Vauban, that this defect was not 
corrected by a liquid ballast but that she was overloaded with cargo 
improperly stored, all of which was known to the owners of this line, 
and that the sending out of this ship with human lives in order to 
collect freight and passenger fares was nothing short of cold-blooded 
murder. 

Under the circumstances and pending proper legislation to protect 
American lives, I would suggest that every steamer of the Lamport & 
Holt Lines on arrival at an American port be submitted to a stability 
test, to a rigid inspection, and that as each ship arrives the certificate 
required under the law be canceled and withdrawn. .A.ny management 
of ships guilty of the gross negligence and deliberate disregard of law 
and human lives and willfully lying about it is not worthy to be 
intrusted with American liv.es and the privilege of navigating to and 
from American ports. The conduct of the Lamport & Holt ·Lines has 
disqualified them from enjoying any of the privileges provided for in 
the treaties between Great Britain and the United States. 

F. LAGUARDIA. 

Here you have a company operating ships to and from 
American ports, not touching their home ports, and therefore 
subject to American inspection, willfully and knowingly dis
obeying and disregarding American laws, causing a disaster 
resulting in the loss of 110 American lives. Not one cent of 
liability need be paid to the families of the dead because under 
an ancient law on our statute books which was first enacted 
in France in the sixteenth century, later adopted in England in 
the time of George III, the Lamport & Holt Co. can escape 
payment. Officials and representatives of the company not 
only concealed facts but deliberately instructed witnesses to lie 
while testifying before an American judicial proceeding-a 
thing they do not dare to do before their own inquiry. I say 
the only adequate example to be set to all foreign ships is for 
the Secretary of Commerce to a vail himself of the powers he 
bas and cancel the certificate of every ship of the Lamport & 
Holt Line. [Applause.] 

Here is the letter I have written to the Postmaster General: 
MAY 6, 1929. 

Bon. WALTER F. BROWN, 
Postmaster General, Washing-ron, D. 0. 

MY DEAR POSTMASTER GENERAL: I desire to call your attention to 
the testimony adduced at the inquiry held at London concerning the 
Vestri8 disaster. It is apparent that the ship was overloaded, poorly 
navigated, and that the officers of the company willfully and purposely 
concealed the facts at the inquiry held in New York City. At my 
request, the sister ship of the Vestris, the Vaubmt., was submitted to 
a stability test. The test showed that the Vestris was 8 inches 
negative and she was permitted to sail with a ballast of 1,426 tons to 
correct this defect. 

In view of the conduct of the officials of this company, their apparent 
disregard of complying with American laws, their utter lack of respect 
for American courts, I feel that under the statutes you are justified 
in canceling any contract which the post office may have with 
Lamport & Holt Line for the carrying of United States mails from and 
to Ametican ports. The officials of this corporation have so discredited 
themselves as to be unworthy' of any privilege which they have here
tofore enjoyed from the United States Government. 

Under the circumstances, I believe ·that it will serve as a wholesome 
example to foreign steamship companies if all contracts with Lamport 
& Holt be immediately cancelled. 

Very truly yours, 
F. LAGUARDIA. 

Mr. MONTAGUE. 1\lr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. LAGUARDIA. Yes. 
Mr. MONTAGUE. Does the gentleman think that the over

loading of the ship was the sole and only cause of the disaster? 
Mr. LAGUARDIA. I think that the overloading of the ship 

with a negative stability was one of the factors, together with 
poor seamanship, of course. 

Mr. MONTAGUE. Has the investigation in England been 
concluded? 

Mr. IAGU.ARDIA. Oh, no; I think it is going on to-day, 
Mr. MONTAGUE. Has the investigation in the United States 

been concluded? 
Mr. LAGUARDIA. Yes. 
Mr. MONTAGUE. Did we not have some very distinguished 

naval officers making findings and reports to our investigating 
committee in New York? --

Mr. LAGUARDIA. I do not remember as to that. I know 
that I consulted the Navy and the technical facts as to stability 
which I used in my address of December 14, 1928, I obtained 
from the Construction Bureau of the Navy. 

Mr. MONTAGUE. The &'entleman stated that the lawyers 
concerned in this case on one side instructed the witnesses to 
commit perjury. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. So Chief Officer Johnson testified in 
London yesterday. 

Mr. MONTAGUE. Were they American or English lawyers? 
Mr. LAGUARDIA. I think that will come out eventually. I 

am very glad that the distinguished chairman of the Committee 
on Rules, the gentleman from New York [Mr. SNELL], is here 
now. 

Mr. SNELL. Oh, I am almost always here. 
l\Ir. MONTAGUE. If the gentleman will permit further, I 

have been interested in the case only as a citizen. I have not 
read fully the newspaper reports. Was there not a finding in 
this report of the officers that one of the compartment doors of 
the ship was wood when it should have been steel or iron? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. I do not remember as to that--
Mr. MONTAGUE. I think the gentleman will find that there 

is testimony, direct or circumstantial, that it was made of wood. 
What is the name of the sister ship.? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. The Vauban. 
Mr. MONTAGUE. And that likewise has wooden doors. 
Mr. LAGUARDIA. Of course that is contrary to our law. 
l\lr. MONTAGUE. I am not seeking to pass on what the law 

is, but I want to ascertain the facts. 
Mr. LAGUARDIA. That would be a contributing factor. 
The SPEAKER p.ro tempore (Mr. TILSON). The time of the 

gentleman from New York has expired. 
Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 

that his time be extended for three minutes. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? 
There was no objection. 
Mr. LAGUARDIA. That fact also shows a disregard of the 

requirements of our law and the necessity for revising our laws. 
Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. LAGUARDIA. Yes. 
Mr. BANKHEAD. I am very much interested in the state

ment of the gentleman from New York that under some ancient 
law, accepted subsequently by us, the owners of this line were 
exempted from any liability to the families of these deeeased 
American citizens. What is the principle of ma1itime immunity 
involved in that law? 

Mr. MONTAGUE. And might I · supplement the inquiry of 
the gentleman from Alabama by this : Does the gentleman 
from New York mean to say that the ship line as a corporation 
is not responsible? 

1\:Ir. LAGUARDIA. Exactly. 
Mr. MONTAGUE. Or only the ship itself? 
Mr. LAGUARDIA. Both. 
Mr. MONTAGUE. Are there not suits now pending by some 

of the claimants to recover damages? 
Mr. LAGUARDIA. Yes. 
Mr. MONTAGUE. Not against the ship but against the 

corporation-personal suits? 
Mr. LAGUARDIA. Yes. There is no liability on the part 

of the owners unless direct personal knowledge and direct 
individual negligence is brought home to the officers of the 
corporation. 

1\lr. MONTAGUE. The old doctrine confines the liability to 
the ship, and if the ship is sunk and nothing is left, then, of 
course, nothing can be recovered. 

l\Ir. LAGUARDIA. That has been changed in England now. 
Mr. MO~"'TA.GUE. Does the old law to which the gentleman 

alludes bar suits in personam to recover damages? 
Mr. LAGUARDIA. Yes. Section 4283 of the Revised Stat

utes of the United States is what is known as the limited 
liability law. The liability of the owners of a shlp is limited 
to the value of the ship; but where the ship is a total loss 
there is no liability of the owners. Not only that, but under 
a decision of the Supreme Court, which the gentleman will 
find quoted in my speech of December 14, 1928--the Oity of 
Nor-wich (118 U. S. 468) and steamship G-reat Western (118 
U. S. 521)-the owners can pocket the insurance money. In 
answer to the second inquiry of the gentleman from Virginia, 
as to the liability on the part of the owners, in order to estab
lish liability you must find personal ne-gligence on the part of 
the owners. In other words, if the plaintiff can establish that 
the owners knowingly and personally did some unlawful act, 
such as overload the ship, liability will attach, but knowledge 
of a superinte-ndent or manager or agent, it has ·been held by 
our courts, can not be counected by implication as constructive 
knowledge of the owners themselves, and you must bring the 
knowledge absolutely home, something that iS extremely difficult 
where ships are operated by a corporatjon. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. M1·. Speaker, I take it from the gentle
man's answer that he 1·ecognizes that that probably is the correct 
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interpretation of existing law and that it is for the purpose of 
remedying and correcting a law of that sort that the gentleman 
has introduced a resolution seeking to revise and bring down to 
date the maritime laws and regulations of our Government. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Exactly. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman 

from New York has again expired. 
Mr. MONTAGUE. 1\fr. Speaker, I ask that it be extended for 

two more minutes. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? 
There was no objection. 
Mr. MONTAGUE. Is the gentleman .familiar with the pro

ceedings of the Conference on Maritime Law at Brussels in 
1909 and 1910? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Yes. 
1\Ir. MONTAGUE. Does tlle gentleman recall whether there 

was a convention extending what is known as Lord Campbell's 
Act to deaths occasioned at sea? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Exactly. 
Mr. MONTAGUE. Has anything ever been done with those 

conventions ? 
Mr. LAGUARDIA. I do not think so. 
Mr. MONTAGUE. If those conventions had been ratified 

they would, perhaps, have afforded the remedy which is now in 
the gentleman's mind? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. That would not have been enough in our 
counh·y, because after the ratification of the treaties we would 
have had to pass enabling acts. The conference which the gen
tleman refers to was extended then to the conference in 1914, 
known as the International Safety of Life at Sea Conference. 
Then the war came along and it was suspended. The conference 
is now in session at London. 

Mr. MONTAGUE. Not a conference on maritime law? 
Mr. LAGUARDIA. No; it is for the safety of life at sea. As 

I say, the conference with relation to the safety of life at sea 
is now in session at London, and the fact that it was to be in 
session was the reason for passing the load line law in such a 
hurry, because if we had sent delegates there to consider mat
ters relating to the safety of life at sea the first thing they 
would have said would have been, "Well, America, you are the 
only country that bas no load line law." 

Mr. MONTAGUE. I was interested to know if the gentleman 
had kept up with and followed the track of the convention I have 
suggested. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. As I understand it, the treaty was never 
consummated. 

Mr. MONTAGUE. I do not know, but I thought it was. I 
thought it was once sent to the Senate. I have understood it 
was sent to the Senate in Mr. Taft's administration. I do not 
now recall. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Was it ratified? 
Mr. MONTAGUE. My opinion is that such international 

conventions generally go into the limbo of the lost. 
Mr. LAGUARDIA. However, we could remedy that by pass

ing laws that are in keeping with the times. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. TILsoN). The time of the 

gentleman from New York has again expired. 
Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 

to revise and extend my remarks by including my resolution. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the re

quest· of the gentleman from New York? 
There was no objection. 

Joint resolution to create a commission for the revision of the shipping 
laws of the United States 

Be it resolved, etc., That there is hereby established a joint congres
sional commission to be known as the Commission on the Revision of 
the Shipping Laws of the United States, and to be composed of two 
Senators, appointed by the President of the Senate, three Members of 
the Ilouse of Representatives appointed by the' Speaker of the House, 
a naval officer assigned to the Bureau of Construction and Repair to be 
designated by the Secretary of the Navy, the senior naval officer mem
ber of the United States delegation to the International Conference for 
the Revision of the Convention of 1914 for the Safety of Life at Sea, 
the Supe.rvising Inspector General of the Steamboat Inspection Service 
of th~ Department of Commer ce, three naval architects to be selected by 
the Society of Naval Architects and Marine Engineers, the University of 
Michigan and the ·Massachusetts Institute of Technology, respectively, 
and a member to be selected by the American Bureau of Shipping. 

The commiss.ion is authorized and directed to make a study of 
E>.xisting rules, laws, and regulations for the inspection of steamboats, 
vessels, and motorboats, the construction of said vessels, the conclusions 
.of the International Conference for the Revision of the Convention of 
1914 for the Safety of Life at Sea and modern methods of steamboat 
construction for the purpose of revising the laws of the United States 
in keeping with present requirements, modern practice in shi~ construe-

tion and the safety of life and to report to the Congress its findings and 
recommendations for the amendment and revision of the shipping laws 
of the United States or such other laws as may be necessary. 

For the purposes of this resolution the commission, or any subcom
mittee thereof, is authorized to select a chairman and to hold such 
hearings ; to sit at such times and places ; to employ such clerical, 
stenogt·aphic, and other assistants; to require the attendance of such 
witnesses and the production of such books, papers, and documents; to 
administer such oaths ; to take such testimony ; and to have such print
ing and binding done, as it deems advisable. 

Members of the commission who are not in the service of the United 
States Government shall receive a per diem allowance of $25 for each 
day they are in session or e.ngaged in the work of the commission. 

For the purpose of carrying out the provisions of this resolution, the 
sum of $50,000 is hereby authorized to be appropriated. All expenses 
of ~he commission shall be paid upon vouchers to be approved by the 
chmrman of the said commission. 

THE C&nfE SITUATION 

Mr. GIBSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex
tend some remarks of my own in the RECoRD with respect to the 
present crime situation. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from Vermont? 

There was no objection. 
. M~. GIBSON. Mr. Speaker, we have listened with absorb
mg I?terest to several addresses dealing with the prohibition 
question and the unfortunate incident in connect ion with the 
~ttempt to arrest a rum runner here in Washington. We read 
m ~be papers almost every day accounts of clasbe.s between the 
pollee and those who are defying the law and the Constitution 

All that has been said and all that has been depleted in th~ 
p_ress . con~ect up the situation here with the general crime 
situatiOn _m the country. Concerning that important matter I 
beg your mdulgence while I discuss it briefly. 

What are the facts in respect to crime in the United States? 
~udg~ MarC'us Kavanag~, of a. trial court of the city of Chicago, 
m ~Is excell~nt and _exhaustive work, The Criminal and His 
Allies, bas given us mformation and statistics that should bQ 
noted with concern. It is my purpose to call your attention to 
some of the facts with which we are confronted 

We had in. this country for the .year 1927, 12,000 homicides, 
. 39,000 r~b?erws, and 32,000 burglanes. New York City reported 
366 homiCides, n~rly 2,000 robberies, and 2,500 burglarie . The 
record for the city of Chicago shows 413 homicides more than 
3,00<? ~obb~ries, and 2,000 burglaries. The average' number of 
homicides m the country for the past 15 years has been above 
8,000 each year. 

The homi~ide mortality has increased in the country from 2.1 
per 100,000. m 1900 to 7 in 1915, to 8.5 in 1924, to 10.7 in 1927. 
The greatest increase was in the period from 1900 to 1915. 
These .figures disclose an amazing picture of our drift into crime 
and a growing contempt for the sanctity of human life. 

In the matter .of homicides Italy is our nearest rival with the 
possible exception of Mexico. In Italy the average i~ about 5 
per 100,000 .. In England the average is less than 1 per 100,000. 
The population of England and Wales is about 38,000,000. The 
average number of homicides for the past five years has been 
268, as against more than 8,000 in this country. For every 
d.eath by hom~cide ~n England and Wales there occurred propor
tiOnately 16. m th1s country. For every robbery in England 
there occurred proportionately 50 in this country. Japan re
ports about 450 homicides each year. For every one in Japan 
we have proportionately 10 in this country. 

Ot_h~r co.mparisons are interesting. New York City bad 340 
homiCides m 192G and more than 2,000 robberies. The Di trict 
of Columbia, with 500,000 people, is credited with 53 homicides. 
During the same year the city of London, with 9,000,000, re
ported 17 murders and 28 robberies. The city of Berlin reports 
a:bout 40 murders each year. . The city of Paris had only 59 in 
1924, the last year for which I have returns. Canada with a 
p·opulation about eqnal to that of the city of New York ~ported 
86 homicides, against 340 in the American metropoli;. Let us 
bear in mind that the record of New York City is creditable in 
comparison with other American cities, since the average mor
tality by homicide is about half tbe average of the country at 
large. 

Thirty-nine thousand people were robbed in the United States 
in 1927. F.or the same year only 150 were reported for England 
and only 75 for France. An average of 8,000 homicides per year 
would make 160,000 victims of killers in 20 years, and an 
average of 39,000 robberies per year would produce 780 000 
victims in the same period of time. ' 

.Judge Kavanagh truly pictures the situation when be says 
that the country is. in fact invaded by an army of 350,000 crimi
nals, an army tmce greater than fought at Gettysburg, and 
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greater by far than the contending armies that held the fate of I During the first reading of the draft convention it was the duty 
the world at Waterloo. · of. each one of us to put forward the views of his Government -on the 

These :figures make us wince. They should make us asliamed various problems before the commission and endeavor to persuade his 
of our failure in the enforcement of the criminal law, since a colleagues that those views should be adopted. It was only in this 
comparatively few of the murderers and the robbers and the way that we were able to throw full light upon the complicated ques
burglars ever suffer punishment for their crimes. They should tions the solution of which we seek. When we come to the second 
fire us with a determination that this record shall not continue reading, however, a renewal of the old discussions is no longer in order. 
into the future. Our first duty is for each one of us to examine all phases of the problem 

This is not all. Of far less importance is the money cost of before us with a view to discovering what measures of concession can 
crime, but that is of such staggering proportions as to challenge be offered by each delegation. Agreement upon a single text can be 
belief. The consensus of the opinions of experts is that crime achieved only by a maximum of such concession. 
takes a toll of from ten to :fifteen billion dollars annually from For the purposes of my presentation, the disarmament problem may 
the people of this country. We can not comprehend the magni- be divided into two parts, land and naval armaments. As regards land 
tude of such sums. armaments, the American delegation will be able when we reach this 

The cost of criminal activities, including the upkeep of jails question in our discussion to defer to the countries primarily interested 
and penal institutions, loss of pr:operty by fraud, destruction by in land armaments with such measure of concession as I trust will 
arson, and aside from loss by burglaries, robberies, and ordinary materially facilitate agreement among them. • 
thieving, would, annually, pay the cost of the construction of the My country's defense is primarily a naval problem. The American 
Suez Canal and the Panama Canal. Stealings alone, in three Government has found no reason for modifying its view that the 
years amount to more than all the gifts to colleges and schools simplest, fairest, and D1ost practical method is that of limitation by 
in the country in 50 years. Crime costs each year $500,000,000 tonnage by categories-a method which has b_e~n given practical and 
more than the cost of all educational institutions, all churches, satisfactory application in the Washington treaty. While it is realized 
and charities. that this does not constitute an exact and scientific gage of &trategic 

The annual cost of crime is eqnal to half the f!mount expended strength, we have, nevertheless, found that it constitutes a method which 
by us for the World 'Var and to one-sixth of the national in- bas the advantage of simplicity and of affording to each power the 
come. It is more than the yearly savings of the people; more freedom to utilize its tonnage within the limitation of each category 
than the value of all the goods we import or export; more than according to its special needs. 
the debts of the other nations to us, and greater by far than The American delegation bas urged thi.s view throughout the first 
the -value of all agricultural products to the farmer. reading, but, in view of the inacceptability to some other delegations of 

Stolen merchandise has become a $3,000,000,000 business. Tbe our unmodified thesis, my Government has sought in the various methods 
11 fence," the receiver of stolen goods, is levying a tribute of $28 presented some solution which might offer the possibility of compromise 
per capita on our people each year. Crime is organized. It is and general acceptance. During the third session of the preparatory 
our greatest business. Its control and suppression present a commission the French delegation brought forward a method wh'icb was 
problem such as no other nation ever faced. Tariff and farm an attempt to combine its original total tonnage proposals with the 
relief sink into insignificance in comparison. method of tonnage by categories. Under this method a total tonnage 

If our criminals would lay off for two years, we could cancel was assigned to each nation and this total divided among categories of 
all the war debts and be billions of dollars ahead. Remove the ships by specified tonnages. If I am not mistaken, certain modifications 
business man from the toll that is levied and business would go were suggested in informal discussions so as to provide that the ton
f orward to a perjod of prosperity ne\er dreamed of. nage alloca_ted to any given category might be increased by a certain 

The situation calls for action. It calls us a gain to a stern percentage to be agreed upon, such increase to be transferred from any 
contest for the preservation of liberty and to the exhibition of other category or categories not already fixed by existing treaty. 
the highest degree of patriotism . . In place of criticism of the In the hope of facilitating general agreement as to naval armaments, 
enforcement of this or that law, or of its nonenforcement, we my Government is disposed to accept the French proposal as a basis of 
should enlist, without a mental reservation, under the banner discussion. It is, of course, the understanding of my Government that 
of law and order, in the cause of orderly government and back this involves an agreement upon the method alone and not upon any 
up tbe President in his courageous stand, and :find a way to quantitative tonnages or the actual percentages to be transferred from 
put down this rising ti<le of crime and beat back the attack one category to another. All quantitative proposals of any kind should 
upon our country. properly be reserved for discussion by a final conference. 

Edmund Burke once said, "Justice is the greatest concern of My Government is disposed to give full and friendly consideration to 
m~nkind." President Hoover in his recent New York speech any supplementary methods of limi~tion which may be calculated to 
pomted out that law is the one force that holds our civilization make our proposals, the French thesis, or any other acceptable to other 
together. Justice can be made secure and civilization protected powers, and if such a course appears desirable my Government wiiT be 
only through the enforcement of l aw. When we fail justice prepared to give consideration to a method of estimating equivalent 
goes, and the structure of civilization built up through the naval values which takes account of other factors than displacement 
t enturies of struggle falls. Let us, as representatives of the tonnage alone. In order to arrive at a basis of comparison in the case 
people, charged with the duty of legislating for their protection, of categories in which there are marked variations as to unit characte-r
pledge ourselves to take such action that justice will not fail in istics, it might be desirable in arriving at a formula for estimating 
America. equivalent tonnage to consider certain factors which produce these 

SPEECH OF HON. HUGH s. omsoN variations, such as age, unit displacement, and caliber of guns. My 
Government has given careful consideration to various methods of 
comparison, and the American delegation will be in a position to dis
cuss the subject whenever it comes before the commission. 

Mr. BACON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex
tend my remarks in the RECORD by inserting a speech made by 
Ambassador Gibson on April 22, at the Geneva Disarmament In alluding briefly to these possible methods, I desire to lay special 

emphasis on the fact that for us the essential thing is the achievement 
objection to the re- of substantial results. Methods are of secondary importance. 

Conference. 
The SPEAKER pro tempo.re. Is there 

quest of the gentleman from New York? 
There was no objection. 
Mr. BACON. Mr. Speaker, under the leave to extend my 

remarks in the RECORD, I include the speech by the Hon. Hugh 
S. Gibson, American representative, at the meeting of the pre
paratory commission for the disarmament conference Geneva 
Switzerland, April 22, 1929. ' ' 

The speech is as follows : 
NAVAL DISARMAUENT 

Mr. Chairman, I have sought your permission to make a general 
statement of the views of my Government in regard to the question of 
disarmament and have felt warranted in doing so at this stage of the 
proceedings because, while we have not entered upon a second reading 
of the draft convention, we are bringing up for reconsideration various 
questions which have been previously discussed. It is felt, therefore, 
that in view of certain changed conditions it may facilitate the approach 
to tbese questions if I am permitted to take this occasion for stating 
my Government's views as to the means best calculated to promote an 
early agreement. 

I feel that we are able to deal to best advantage with the specific 
questions on our agenda only if we bear clearly in mind the recent 
important changes in world conditions. 

Since our last meeting, the nations of the world have bound them
selves by solemn undertaking to renounce war as an instrumen t of 
national policy. We believe--and we hope that our belief is shared 
by the other nations-that this agreement affirming humanity's will 
to peace will advance the cause of disarmament by removing doubts 
and fears which in the past have constituted our principal obstacle. 
It bas recently been my privilege to discuss the general problem of 
disarmament at considerable length with President Hoover, who bas 
always been an ardent advocate of peace and good understanding. I am 
in a position to realize, perhaps as well as anyone, how earnestly be 
feels that the pact for the renunciation of war opens to us an un
precedented opportunity for advancing the cause of disarmament, an 
opportunity which admits of no postponement. 

Any approach to the disarmament problem on purely technical 
grounds is bound to be inconclusive. The technical justification of 
armaments is based upon the experience of past wars and upon the 
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anticipation of future wars. So long as the approach to the problem 
is based upon old fears and old suspicions, there is little hope of 
disarmament. The les ons of the old strategies must be unlearned. 
If we are honest, if our solemn promise in the pact means anything, 
there is no justification for the continuation of a war-taxed peace. 
Great armaments are but the relic of another age, but they will remain 
a necessary relic until the present deadlock is broken, and that can 
be accomplished only by the decision of the powers possessing the 
greatest armaments to initiate measures of reduction. 

In the opening statement at the 3-power naval conference in 
1927 I took occasion, in suggesting certain tonnage levels as a basis 
of discussion, to say that the United States is prepared to agree to a 
plan for limitation at still lower levels which maintain the relative 

• status of existing treaties with respect to the powers represented at 
that conference. This is still the attitude of my Government, and I 
am authorized to itate that on this basis we are willi~g to agree to 
any reduction, however drastic, of naval tonnage wh1ch leaves no 
type of war \'essel unrestricted. 

A large part of the suggestions for limitation hitherto made seem to 
have been of such a nature as to sanction existing armaments or even 
to set higher levels with tacit encouragement to increase existing estab
lishments. This is only a timid expedient and an agreement on the 
basis of existing world armaments (or at higher levels) can never be 
justified before enlightened public opinion as a positive achievement. 
At best it is purely negative. Fundamentally our purpose should be 
to release large numbers of men from military service to productive 
eft'ort, and, second, to reduce the heavy burden of taxation. So long as 
the nations- are burdened with increasing taxation for the maintenance 
of armaments it is idle to pretend that the world is really advancing 
toward the goal of disarmament. In recent years the word "limitation" 
has come to be used chiefly in describing agreements at existing levels 
or still higher levels and is generally looked upon as having nothing to 
do with actual reduction. It is useless to attempt to correct this impres
sion by explaining that limitation may be at any level lower or higher 
than those existing. As a practical matter it would seem to be best to 
accept the general public understanding of these terms. Let us there
fore take the bold course and begin by scrapping the term "limitation" 
in order to concentrate upon a general reduction of armaments. 

My Government believes that there !!an be no complete and effective 
limitation of armament unless all classes of war vessels, including cruis
er , destroyers, and submarines, are limited. It could not agree to any 
method which would result in leaving any class of combatant vess~ls 
unrestricted. In its reply, under date of September 28, 1928, to com
munications from the British and French Governments concerning an 
understanding reached between them as to a basis of naval limitatil)n 
my Government pointed out that this understanding applied to only 
one type of cruiser and one type of submarine and would leave totally 
unlimited a large class of effective fighting units. This note also calltld 
attention to tlle American position at the Geneva naval confet·ence and 
the fact that a proposal for general reduction was urged by the American 
delegation. 

The willingness of my Government, I may even say its eagerness, 
to go to low levels is based upon the fundamental belief that naval 
needs are relative, namely, that what we may require for our defense 
depends chiefly upon the size of the navies maintained by others. 
Aslde from the signatories of the Washington treaty, there is no con
ceivable combination of naval power which could threaten the safety 
of any of the principal naval powers. What justification can there 
be for the powers which lead in the respective classes of nav_al vessels 
to sanction further building programs in those classes? In the case 
of the United States we have already expressed our willingness to 
agree on a basis that would mean a substantial reduction of our 
present destroyer and submarine types. In the case of cruisers it 
is only possession by others of greatly superior strength in this class 
which bas Jed to the adoption of the present building program. 

1\Iy Government can not find any justification for the building and 
mnintenance of large naval establishments save on the ground that 
no power can reduce except as a result of general reduction. Let us 
a:o;k ourselves honestly what these establishments are for. As regards 
the relations of the maritime powers among themselves, there is no 
such need. Even if the danger of war is admitted, it could be guarded 
against just as w£>11 by the maintenance of relative strength at low 
levels as _at higher levels. The principal naval powers have nothing 
to f('ar from the naval strength of the countries nonsignatory to the 
Washington treaty. There is no conceivable combination of naval 
strength among the nonsignatory -powers which need give concern. 
As an Pxample, the cruiser strength of all the nonsignatory countries 
in the world does not attain to one-half of the cruiser tonnage of the 
great£-st single fleet. 

'I'he people of every country are crying out against the burdens of 
taxation and demanding the suppression of unnecessary expenditure. 
1\Iy Government is convinced that expenditure for disproportionate 
naval establishments is indefensible in that it can be avoided by a 
sensible agreement among the naval powers. And we mrist recognize 
that the people who pay taxes are bound to feel well-founded resent-

ment against any policy which commits them to needless taxation 
through failure to reach rational agreements. 

My Government believes firmly in its idea that naval needs are rela
tive and that radical g£-neral reduction is possible only on the theory 
of r£-lative needs. I trust that these views rnay commend themselves 
to other governments and that it may be possible to agree upon such 
reductions. If, however, it is impossible to agree on this thesis, it is 
obvious that thet·e will remain only the thesis of absolute naval needs. 
This would mean that all thought of reduction is abandoned, that each 
country retains a free hand in building with an inevitable tendency 
toward competition. Surely we can hardly envisage such a sequel to 
our solemn undertaking to keep the p£-ace. 

My Government has always felt that we need no exact balance of 
ships and guns which can be based only upon the idea of confiict
what is really wanted is a common-sense agreement, based on the idea 
that we are going to be friends and settle our problems by peaceful 
means. My Government has never believed that an e!Iective approach 
to the problem of disarmament could be made by methods of reduction 
of armaments alone. It feels that g£-nuine disarmament will follow 
only from a change of attitude toward the use of force in the settle
ment of intemational disputes. It is for that reason that I venture 
to make this appeal that the countries here represented examine the 
whole problem afresh in the hope that tl1ey will find in general world 
conditions and in the solemn obligation they have taken among them
selves a reassurance as to their security and that they will find in this 
the confidence to enable them to dispense with the armaments which 
hitherto have seemed so essential. 

PROPOSED LmiSLATION WITH RESPECT TO CO'ITON AND JUTE 

Mr. O'CONNOR of Louisiana. l\lr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent to extend my remarks upon the propo ed legislation 
with respect to cotton and jute and for the privilege of incorpo
rating in those remarks letters I have received from the tariff 
committee of the Texas Cottonseed Crushers' Association. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from Louisiana? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. O'CONNOR of Louisiana. J.\.Ir. Speaker, in view of the 

widespread interest in the proposed legislation with respect to 
cotton, both raw and when manufactured into fabricate(} and 
finished products and articles, and in relation to jute and jute 
manufactures, I desire to make a part of these remark letters 
which, in my judgment, cover the field of inquiry and study on 
the subject of this extension in such a liberal and tolerant 
but exhaustive manner as to make them a noteworthy contri
bution to the controversy that is presently uppermost in the 
thoughts of millions of men who have more than a mere academic 
interest in the discussion. I have read these letters, one ad
dressed to me by EQ. Woodall, chairman of the tariff committee, 
Texas Cottonseed Crushers' Association, and the other addres~ed 
to Mr. Woodall by Clarence Ousley, with profound interest and 
pleasure. 

Directly and by necessary implication as a result of their 
observations and conclusions these two students of the cotton 
and jute industries lead their readers through well-plowed fi~lds, 
but over new paths, and in an easy, logical manner pass almost 
imperceptibly from the fields of cotton and jute into the realms 
of economics, and with literary graciousness and logical per
suasiveness tempt even the unbeliever to express his reluc-tant 
dissent in the historical and biblical tribute that Agrippn paid 
to Paul in the impetuous and vehement but complimentary 
utterance, " Almost thou persuadest me to be a Christian_" 

Before I conclude these few preliminary remarks and follow 
with what might well be termed epistles to the cotton growers, 
let me say that the Fulmer bill and the Ransdell bill will not 
come up until the next regular session of the Congress nor will 
any other legislation be considered outside of the farm relief 
bill and the new tariff bill, which we all hope will solve for a 
time the problems that called this extraordinary ses ion into 
existence. 

Of course, some exigency or emergency may justify the 
leaders of the majority party in departing from this course, but 
the country from present indications may feel reaeonably sure 
that the Congress will be glad to await developments that will 
flow and spring from the enactment into law of the farm and 
tariff bills, before embarking upon what to-day appears to be 
strange, unknown, uncertain, and perhaps tempe~ tuous legis
lative sea.s. I hope the E>pistles to the cotton grower will 
stimulate thought upon the great fields tbey cover. I believe 
they will provoke di ·cu sion. So much the better, for it is on 
the anvil of discussion that the spark of truth will fly. I 
realized long ago thnt no man possesses the infallible touch
stone of truth, and that men equally honest and sincere will 
arrive at different conclu ions from the same state of facts in 
a great many cases submitted to them for determination an<l 
judgment. But there are many problems which can be tempo-
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' rarily solved through some method upon which most of us can 
agree when that method or solution is so convincingly stated 
as to carry conviction. 

I say temporarily solved, because in a world of change there 
' is nothing permanent, and no rule of action with respect to 
· industry·, commerce, :finance, or government can be expected 
! to operate satisfactorily beyond a generation. The growth of 
1 civilization is the result of expediency, the meeting of rapidly 
1 changing conditions, and the adaptation of ourselves, mentally 
: and intellectually, to a new environment, " for each age is a 
dream that is dying or one that is coming to birth." Nothing 
is permanent and nothing should be permao.ent, as such a state 
would make for stagnation. And new conditions bring with 
their coming new principles and laws, which pass out with the 
conditions that gave them birth. 

"The old order changeth, yielding place to new, and God ful
fills Himself in many ways lest one good custom should cor
rupt the world," is more than a poetic outburst. It is an ex
pression of the law of change, which, paradoxical as it may 
appear, is the only permanent rule that governs all things great 
and small. After which wandering into the :field of poesy and 
philosophy we will return to the :fields of cotton and jute. 

COTTON BAGGING AS A SUBSTITUTE FOR .TUTE 

TARIFF COMMITTEE, 
TEXAS COTTONSEED CRUSHERS' ASSOCIATION, 

Dallas, Tw., May 4, 19£9. 
Ron. JAMES O'CONNOR, 

House O(flce Building, Wa,shin[lton, D. 0. 
DEAR MR. O'CONNOR : I inclose you copy of a letter I have received 

from Han. Clarence Ousley, ex-Assistant Secretary of the United States 
Department of Agriculture. You probably know Colonel Ousley by 
reputation, and know that no man in the South has a keener interest 
in the welfare of southern farmers than he. You also probably know 
that no man has given more time in an effort to uplift the southern 
farmer. 

There has been quite a bit of agitation in Congress in favor of even 
a prohibitive tarif'r on raw jute and jute bagging, the purpose, of course, 
being to force the use of cotton products in substitution for various 
purposes for which jute is now used. Included, of course, in this idea 
is the use of cotton bagging for wrapping cotton bales. 

I hope you will carefully read Colonel Ousley's letter, in which he 
sets out the probable inadvisability of the program of prohibitive tariff 
on jute. A part of this program involves the Fulmer net weight bill, 
which provides for only 15 pounds of gross tare being allowed on a bale 
of cotton, whereas 2-pound bagging and ties weigh 21 pounds. Fifteen 
pounds of tare will only permit 6 pounds, or 1 p<>und per yard of cover
ing, assuming that the same weight ties are used as is now the case, 9 
pounds for each bale of cotton. Any quality of 1-pound bagging to tho 
yard would be flimsy, and the chances are it would not stand the rough 
usage to which cotton bales must be subjected, by reason of the rough 
handling of squar~bale cotton. It is my understanding that 15 pound~t 
of allowable tare even includes patches, to say nothing of the bagging 
alone. 

It means a lot of trouble !or each ginner, as the tare must be certified 
on each bale. As I see it, the whole scheme is useless and uneconomic. 
All cotton to-day is bought basis of 22 pounds tare to the bale, and the 
shippers are allowed a maximum of 6 per cent tare, or 30 pounds per 
bale. This additional added tare does not accrue to the benefit of the 
shipper-but it is only done for the purpose of putting the bale in con
uition to stand the rough usage in shipment, and competitive conditions 
in the purchase of cotton gives to the ·farmer the full value of his cotton. 

The Department of Agriculture, in its preliminary report, says, in 
effect, that if all cotton bales were wrapped in cotton bagging it would 
require 175,000 to 200,000 bales to provide for that requirement for the 
first year. Assuming that arbitrarily we were compelled to discontinue 
the use of jute bagging, and that all cotton bales were wrapped in light
weight cotton bagging, we would find an additional market for that 
much additional cotton. 

Unfortunately, however, considering the salvage from the cotton bag
ging, as pointed out in their preliminary report to the effect that this 
cotton bagging can be garnetted and used again for the purpose of 
making cotton waste, osnaburgs, and cotton bagging, on this basis it 
would have 65 to 75 per cent of its original value, which would mean a 
net use of, say, not over 75,000 bales. 

It would undoubtedly cost the farmer $1 a bale more to wrap his 
cotton in cotton bagging than it now costs him to wrap it in jute. 
Last year the jute manufacturer received an average of only 70 cents 
per bale for the bagging alone covering the bale. To double his cost of 
wrapping and only find an additional market for 75,000 to 100,000 
bales per year, which will not affect the price of cotton, means he is 
penalizing himself to the extent of at least $1 a bale in order to make 
the experiment. As far as the tariff that has been asked for by the 
proponents of the use of cotton tagging for cotton is concerned, .namely, 
9 cents per yard on jute, which would mean a tariff duty of 54 cents on 
6 yards necessary for wrapping 1 bale of cotton, it will not force the 

use of cotton and will only mean that the farmer will pay 54 cents per 
bale minlmum increased cost for his jute. If cotton bagging is to be 
forced as a substitute for jute, the rate of duty will have to be double 
that which h.as been proposed. 

It is very well to go on the assumption that the South can force 
the balance of the country to pay double the cost of packaging, includ
ing bags and many other usages to which jute is now put, but it is a 
hope that can not be realized. 

A,o-ain, a suming that we can force the use of cotton as a substitute 
for jute in wr-apping cotton bales, and for all kinds of bags and packages, 
will we not have just reason to believe that some substitute will be 
found? In fact, in Russia flaxseed straw has been found an excellent 
substitute for jute. 

Then, again, the United States is the largest consumer of jute in the 
world, and jute is produced in India, in rather a small area. If the 
United States market is denied to them, they will not be able to find 
a market for it in other sections of the world to anything like the 
extent of their production. Therefore the only thing they can do is 
to cut down their production, and the most likely substitute would b~ 
the planting of cotton in its stead. The net results would probably he 
an increased production of cotton in India to the extent that we curtail 
the consumption of jute in the United States; and as cotton is a world 
ct·op the competition as far as cotton is concerned would be th.e same, 
whether produced in India or in the United States. 

From the best information that we are able to get, the usage of 
American cotton is increasing at the rate of one-half million bales 
per year, and if we can continue this for three or four years it will 
"result in fair values for cotton. 

Moreover, as Colonel Ousley points out in his letter : 
"We should not delude ourselves with the notion that we may estal>

lish, by any device of tariff, a constantly profitable price for cotton. 
The cultivation of cotton is so seductive that as long as the price 
fairly meets the eost and provides even a ..meager living it will - be 
produced by that type of farmer who is content merely to get along with 
the least labor, and auy fancy value or generously profitable value is 
certain to stimulate production to the point of saturation." 

It means that if we can find a market for 1,000,000 additional bales 
that instead of raising 15,000,000 bales average we will produce 
16,000,000, and as far as advancing the value of cotton is concerned it 
Will not come about in this way. 

If we could induce the women of the United States to increase the 
length of their skirts 12 inches and could persuade them to wear cotton 
it would call for a great deal of additional cotton. Somehow or other 
they do not see it this way. They prefer substitutes for cotton, particu
larly rayon, a silk substitute, and the more wealthy ones prefer silk. 
We do find in rayon a good market for low-grade cotton linters, and th.is 
is a considerable aid to southern farmers. 

Every right-thinking man who lives in the South is interested in any 
movement that will benefit our southern farmers. I am sure we all 
appreciate that his prosperity is essential to our own, but as I see it 
this legislation is an attempt to "lift himself by his own boot straps." 
For such increased uses of cotton as will be found in the use of cotton 
bagging, he will be his own buyer, and undoubtedly will pay a premium 
of at least $1 a bale for the purpose of making the experiment. 

In my judgment a prohibitive tariff on jute and the Fulmer net 
weight bill are both uneconomic and ill-advised in the interest of south
ern producers of cotton. 

Respectfully submitted. 
Eo WOODAlL. 

DALLAS, TEx., ApriZ 21, 1929. 
Mr. ED WOODALL, 

Santa Fe Building, Dallas, Tea;. 
DEAR AIR. WoODALL·: I have just read the preliminary report of the 

Department of Agriculture on Cotton Bagging for Cotton. From 
the facts therein stated it does not appear that the increased consump
tion of cotton for cotton bagging ,alone would warrant the difference in 
cost between cotton bagging and jute bagging on the average of the 
years. Moreover, under present trade practices the operation of tare 
deduction is an important factor which can not be ignored. 

The loss o! tare allowance in cotton bagging under present p1·actices 
and the higher cost of cotton bagging on the average of the years, it 
seems to me, would be greater than the enhanced value of cotton due 
to the use of cotton for cotton bagging. Even if the practice of net 
tare could be established, there would be a substantial margin of 
higher cost than the calculated enhancement of cotton values due 
to the comparatively small volume o! cotton required to wrap the 
cotton crop. 

If the tariff were not high enough to exclude jute entirely, and 
thereby to increase the demand for cotton for other bags and covering 
in various lines of commerce, then I think it is quite certain that 
the net cost of cotton bagging and tare allowance w9uld considerably 
exceed the enhancement of values due to the consumption of cotton for 
cotton bagging alone. 

To make the tariff on jute prohibitive in order to obtain the maxi
mum bene.fit to cotton producers will be to stimulate the production 
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of other substitutes for bagging and for general containers, and there 
is no way of calculating how resourceful the world may be in provid
ing such substitutes. It is altogether probable that such substitutes 
might be provided and entirely defeat the object of the prohibitive 
tarifi'. 

Also it should be borne in mind by ,a Member of Congress that a 
prohibitive tariff on a commodity of such vital welfare to the coun
tries of production might lead to reciprocal acts of retaliation that 
would be hurtful to our general commerce and to our cotton industry. 

There are many other considerations that properly enter into the 
problem. In years of cotton scarcity due to weather and pests the 
cost of cotton bagging would be far higher than any possible gain from 
the use of cotton bagging. In average years the salvage from cotton 
bagging would greatly reduce the volume of new cotton required for 
bagging. I am unable to see that a prohibitive tarifi' on jute will prove 
profitable to the cotton farmer, and clearly it will prove burdensome 
and vexatious to all other users of jute. 

Finally, we should not delude ourselves with the notion that we 
may establish, by any device of taritf, a constantly profitable price 
for cotton. The cultivation of cotton is so seductive that as long 
as the price fairly meets the cost and provides even a meager liv
ing, it will be produced by that type of farmer who is content merely 
to get along with the least labor, and any fancy value or generously 
profitable value is certain to stimulate production to the point of 
saturation. 

Yours very truly, 
CLARENCE OUSLEY. 

PROHIBITION LAW ENFORCEMENT 

Mr. COCHRAN of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent to proceed for five minutes. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Missouri 
asks unanimous consent to proceed for five minutes. Is there 
objection? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. COCHRAN of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, I desire to call 

attention of the Hou e and, through this medium, officials 
engaged in law enforcement in the country to what I feel is 
a most important decision rendered by United States District 
Judge Charles B. Faris, of St. Louis. I might say, in passing, 
Judge Faris is a learned jurist, few of his decisions have 
been reYersed by the appellate courts since his appointment 
many years ago, and a man who, I do not feel, thinks the best 
method of securing temperance was through the eighteenth 
amendment and Volstead Act, but one who has never failed, 
when proper evidence was presented, to assess severe penalties 
against violators of the prohibition laws as well as all other 
Federal statutes. I h"TTOW of no case of the thousands he has 
tried where a guilty person has escaped punishment. \Vithout 
exception he sends to jail every man convicted of selling intoxi
cants, regardless of whether it was a drink or a barrel. 

The case in question was the prosecution of a . negro pleading 
not guilty to a charge of possession of liquor. 

Judge Faris stated, in rendering his opinion, that he was 
going into the technicalities of the situation because the case 
outraged his feelings; he contended two of the defendant's 
constitutional rights had been violated and added that the man 
had a right to protection under his constitutional rights no 
matter how black he may be. Possession of whisky in a resi
dence creates no presumption of guilt unless there is e\idence 
of a sale ba-ring been made from the residence, in the opinion 
of Judge Faris, and he so directed the jury in ordering an 
acquittal verdict. 

Policemen had testified they had raided · the home of the 
negro without a warrant, seized a half pint of whisky, and 
arrested tbe defendant. 

The court stated to the jury that the Federal courts have 
ruled that the illegal acts of a police officer acting as a State 
officer are no defense in Federal court. However, he pointed 
out, police officers must be bound by Federal practice when 
they act in a matter of violation of a Federal statute and cited 
the Volstead Act as providing for the issuance of search war
rants only on the evidence of sale. Although the officers testi
fied the negro admitted he had been selling whisky, the judge 
held this was only half the proof, as there was no evidence that 
he was selling it. The Government failed to prove by any 
vther testimony the man was engaged in selling liquor. 

The court made it ve1·y plain that possession of liquor in a 
residence raises no presumption of guilt unless there is evidence 
of a sale. He told the jury to bear in mind that the officers 
searched the defendant's home, but added that if it had been 
in a place of business, where the man had no legal right to 
possess liquor, and where it might have raised the presumption 
he was selling it, the situation lnight have been different. 

In commenting on the evidence of the police officers that the 
man admitted he had been selling liquor, the judge to~d the jury 

one of them might admit that he had killed another man but 
conviction could not be had unless it was shown by competent 
evidence that the man had actually been killed. · 

Mr. Speaker, the decision to my mind clearly indicates the 
possession of whisky in a residence is not alone sufficient to 
assume the law has or is being violated and the enforcement 
officers have no authority to disturb the owner unless they have 
additional evidence that a · sale has been made from the resi
dence. I hope this decision will be placed in the hands of every 
enforcement officer in the co1.1ntry. 

I have introduced a bill, H. R. 1209, making it a felony for 
a violation of the fom-th amendment to the Constitution. The 
passage of my bill would correct unlawful searches and seizures 
which are in direct violation of the Constitution. City, State, 
and Government enforcement officials must understand they, too, 
must obey the Constitution. 

It is a far greater offense for an enforcement officer to abuse 
the constitutional rights of a citizen than it is for the citizen to 
violate a law. There is no justification for some of the acts 
committed by men sworn to enforce the law. I can only account 
for it as an effort on the part of those clothed with respon i
bility to try and enforce an obnoxious law that even the officials 
themselves must now admit can not be enforced. 

Hundreds of millions of dollars have been spent in the effort 
to enforce prohibition laws, but conditions grow worse rather 
than show improvement. How much better it would be to apply 
this money to more useful purposes. We read in the papers 
where Dan Edwards, an outstanding hero of the World War, is 
ill and can not find work. · Hundreds of thousands of the men 
likewise heroes of the World War are out of employment, with 
no work to be had. If the millions of the taxpayers' money now 
being used in the attempt to enforce prohibition was allocated 
to expedite public work the country as a whole would be bet
ter off. 

When one looks back 10 years, especially during this month, 
at which time millions of our soldiers were returning home, one 
would have thought from the demonstrations the day would 
never come when the soldiers would be in want. How time has 
changed conditions. [Applause.] 
SPEECH OF HON. RAY LYMAN WILBUR, SECRET~lW OF THE DEPART

MENT OF THE INTERIOR 

Mr. ANDREW. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my remarks in the RECORD by inserting a speech deliv
ered by Secretary Wilbur, of the Department of the Interior, 
before the American Council on Education. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the request 
of the gentleman from Massachusetts? 

There waJs no objection. 
1\fr. ANDREW. Mr. Speaker, under leave to extend my re

marks, in the REOOBD, I present the text of an admirable ad
dress upon "Local Self-government in Education" delivered by 
Secretary Ray Lyman Wilbur, of the Department of the In
terior, on May 3, in Washington, before the Twelfth Annual 
Meeting of the American Council on Education. 

The text of Secretary Wilbur's address follows: 
LOCAL SELF-GOVERNI'IIE~T 1:-f EDUCATION 

I have often wished that I might have had the pleasure of sitting in 
at the discussions when the basic principles underlying the organiza
tion of the United States of America were being thought out loud by 
men like Thomas Jefferson and Benjamin Franklin. It seems to me that 
the wisest and shrewdest thing that was done was to encourage univer
sal public education as the basis upon which citizenship should rest. 
The schoolhouse and the church have been the earliest community enter
prises throughout the history of our gradual conquest of a great conti
nent. They came just as soon as sustenance and defense bad been 
mastered. In themselves they were most significant because they 
brought local self-government and self-control into play. 

There has been a unique distribution of the taxing power so that the 
majority of the expenditures for taxation have been raised and spent in 
the local districts and only a modest percentage outside of th<>se for 
war and its after effects has come from the central Government in 
Washington. This, together with the organization of the State govern
ments, has permitted of a wide range of development in the public 
schools. Fortunately, too, there were no national universities, and the 
State universities followed a prolonged period of privately operated and 
later privately endowed institutions of higher learning. Wben the State 
universities appeared they were under the t_:onstant stimulation of pri
vate and independent institutions of equal rank. This kept the hanu of 
centralized government largely otf of the school-teacher and the school
room. Ot course, there have been markeu inadequacies in districts with
out a proper sense of self-government, without natural organizing 
power, and without financial strength. Some of tho e who have looked 
over our educational system have noticed only these dark spots and 
have thought that a national mechanism should be devised that would 
be nation-wid~ in scope and would bring these weaker or dark spots at 
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least up to the average level of the country. Correction of abuses is a 
poor method of developing proper administration. It seems to me that 
there is a distinct menace in the centralization in the National Govern
ment of any large educational scheme with extensive financial resources 
availabf1~. Abnormal power to mold and suindardize and crystallize 
education which would go with the dollars would be more damaging to 
local government, local aspiration and self-respect, and to State govern
ment and State self-respect than any assistance that might come from 
the funds. 

We can not rise higher than our source. That source in government 
with us is locaL The family and the local community must be the 
places where citizenship is built and where the fiber of the Nation is 
strengthened and its forces recruited. Too much help from afar is 
harmful to the intiative and self-reliance requisite for character in a 
community. 

The place of the National Government is not that of supplying funds 
tn large amounts for carrying on the administrative functions of edu
cation in the communities but to develop methods, ideals, and procedures, 
and to present them, to be taken on their merits. The National Govern
ment, too, can give widespread information on procedures, can report on 
what is actually going on in different parts of the country ·and in the 
world, and can unify to some extent the objects of those in the field of 
education in so far as unification is desirable. There is a distinct 
place for this sort of thing in the administrative side of the National 
Government, but it should not be recognized as an administrati-ve posi
ti~n with large funds at its uisposal. A department of education 
similar to the other departments of the Government is not required. An 
adequate position for education within a department and with sufficient 
financial support for its research, survey, and other work is all that is 
n~eded. · 

Great gains ·are possible. in our wbole educational scheme through na
tional leadership provided in this way. Education is preparation for the 
future and there must be constant change to keep in step with the ad
vances made. Our conceptions regarding the mental makeup ot chil
dJ;en are shifting and the _requirements ot life are. changing with a 
civilization which is being revamped by . the practical applications of 
science and invention. The object of those of us who seek the greatest 
possible advantages "for all from educatiQn can, it seems to me, be accom
plished without disturbing the initiative and responsibility of local and 
State units of government. 

BILL PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Pennsylvania, from the Committee on 
Enrolled Bills, reported that that committee did on 1\fay 6, 1929, 
present to the President for his approval a bill of the House of 
the following title: 

, H. R. 2158. An act making an appropriation for defraying the 
expenses of the · United States Marine Band in attending the 
Confederate Veterans' Reunion to be held at Charlotte, N. C., 
June 4 to June 7; inclusive, 1929. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. MICHENER. -Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do 
now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 2 o'clock and 45 
minutes p. m.) the House, in accordance with its previous order, 
adjourned until Thursday, May 9, 1929, at 12 o'clock noon. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV a comnmnication from the 

President of the United States, transmitting draft of proposed 
legislation to provide that the sum of $25,000 of the continuing 
appropriation, "Naval emergency fund," Navy Department, be 
made available to defray the expenses in connection with the 
Samoan Commission, Public Resolution 79, Seventieth Congress 
(H. Doc. No. 14), was taken from the Speaker's table and 
referred to the Committee on Appropriations, and ordered to be 
printed. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, p-ublic bills and resolutions were 
introduced and severally referred as follows: -

By Mr. HA 'VLEY: A bill (H. R. 2667) to provide revenue, to 
regulate commerce with foreign countries, to encourage the 
industries of the United States, to protect ~erican labor, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. JAMES: A bill (H. R. 2668) to readjust the allow
ances of rf'tired enlisted men in the Army, Navy, and Marine 
Corps; to the Committee on Military Affairs . 

.Also (by request of the 'Var Department), a bill (H. R. 2669) 
to amend seetion 14 of the national defense act; to the Com
mittee on Military Affairs. 

J..,XXI----62 

Also (by request of the War Department), a bill (H. R. 2670) 
to regulate computation of percentages of active pay to be paid 
as retired pay to officers of the Army ; to the Committee on 
Military Affairs. 

Also (by request of the War Department), a bill (H. R. 
2671) to authorize the transporting of Army personnel; to the 
Committee on Military .Affairs. 

By Mr. HILL of Alabama: A bill (H. R. 2672) to amend 
section 47 (c), national defense act, as amende~. relating to 
military training required to entitle members of the Reserve 
Officers' Training Corps to receive commutation of subsistence; 
to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. RAGON: A bill (H. R. 2673) granting the consent of 
Congress to the Arkansas State Highway Commission to con
struct, maintain, and operate a bridge across the Arkansas 
River at or near the city of Ozark, Franklin County, Ark. ; to 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

lly Mr. JAMES: A bill (H. R. 2674) to prevent the use of a 
stop watch or time-measuring device, and for other purposes ; 
to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. McSWAIN: A bill (H. R. 2675) to prohibit a rail
road upon any right of way leading to a national cemetery and 
to limit repairs to roadways leading to national cemeteries; to 
the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also a bill (H. R. 2676) to authorize issue of surplus or 
reserv~ stores and materials to the National Guard; to the 
Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 2677) to authorize the free issue of surplus 
or reserve uniforms and other equipment or material to the 
Reserve Officers' Training Corps and to limit the cost of stocks 
furnished by the War Department; to the Committee on Mili
tary Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 2678) to authorize the employment of 
civilians to deliver special lectures at general and special serv
ice schools; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also a bill (H. R: 2679) regulating the mileage and other 
traveli~g allowances of members of the Officers' Reserve Corps; 
to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 2680) to provide for the transfer of en
listed men of the Regular Army to the Regular Army Reserve; 
to the Committee on l\Iilitary Affairs. 

By Mr. :MAAS: A bill (H. R. 2681) to authorize settlement 
of damages to persons and property by Army aircraft ; to the 
Committee on 1\Iilifary Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 2682). to regulate sales by utilities in the 
Army; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

.Also, a bill (H. R. 2683) to regulate exhibition flights by the 
Air Corps ; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 2684) to authorize mapping agencies of 
the Government to assist in preparation of military maps; to 
the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mrs. OLDFIELD: lt. bill (H. R. 2685) to amend section 
200 of the World War veterans' act, 1924; to the Committee on 
World War Veterans' Legislation. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 2686) to amend section 202, subdivision 
10, of the World War veterans' act, 1924, as amended; to the 
Committee on World War Veterans' Legislation. 

By Mr. ROWBOTTOM: A bill (H. R. 2687) authorizing 
Henry F. Koch, trustee the Evansville Chamber of Commerce, 
his legal representative and assigns, to construct, maintain, and 
operate a bridge across the Ohio River at· or near Evansville, 
Ind.; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By 1\fr. NELSON of Maine: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 69) 
to amend joint resolution directing the Interstate Commercg 
Commission to take action relative to adjustments in the rate 
structure of common carriers subject to the interstate com
merce act, and the fixing of rates and charges; to the Com
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. VESTAL: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 70) consenting 
that certain States may sue the United StatE's, and providing 
for tiial on the merits in any suit brought hereunder by a 
State to recover direct taxes alleged to have been illegally 
collected by the United States during the years 1866, 1867, and 
1868, and vesting the right in each State to sue in its own name; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 
-By Mr. HAWLEY: Concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 4) to 

print the "Tariff bill of 1929 " as reported to the House of 
Representatives, together with the report thereon as a House 
document ; to the Committee on Printing. 

By Mr. HUDSON: Resolution (H. Res. 42) to print the 
address of President Hoover on law observance as a Honse 
document; to the Committee on Printing. 

• 
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MEMORIALS 

Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, memorials were presented and 
referred as follows : 

By Mr. BRIGGS: Memorial of the State ;r.egislature of the 
State of Texas, urging Congress that they mcorp~r~te ~ pr~
vision in the farm relief bilJ forbidding th~ partlcipatw~ m 
said funds of any and all cooperatives which have received 
fund for orga~ization or are supported by the cotton exchange, 
and that no member who is a member of the cotton exchange 
or has been a member of same or has ever worked for or re
ceived pay from such exchange shall become. a ~ember of 
the board to direct the work of the farm relief bill ; to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

Also memorial of the State Legislature of the State of Texas, 
urging~ Congress of the United States for the ~se of the 
Muscle Shoals plant for the manufacture ?f mtroge~. for 
cheaper fertilizer for agriculture; to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. . 

By Mr. GARNER: Memorial of the State. Legislature of the 
• State of Texas, urging Congress of the Umted States to pass 

suc-h legislation as to regulate the conduct of cotton futures 
exchanges· to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. 'sANDERS of Texas: Memorial of the State Legis
lature of the State of Texas, commending the bill introduced 
by Senator ToM CoNNALLY in the Senate of the United States 
to control the conduct of cotton futures exchanges by placing 
them under the same regulatory powers of the United States 
Department of Agriculture as grain futures exchanges are now 
regulated, and urging the Members of Congress from Texas to 
use their efforts and influence to secure the passage of such 
legislation; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause. 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions 

were introduced and severally referred as follows: 
By Mr. AYRES: A bill (H. R. 2688) granting a pension to 

Margaret Dunworth ; to the Committee on Pensions. 
By Mr. BACON: A bill (H. R. 2689) granting an incre-ase 

of pension to Irene Rucker Sheridan ; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

Also a bill (H. R . 2690) authorizing the Secretary. of the 
Treas~ry to pay certain claims the I'esults of a fire in the 
Government -ordnance plant at Baldwin, N. Y.; to the Committee 
on Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 2691) conferring jurisdiction upon the 
United States Court for the Southern District of New York 
to hear and determine the claim of the owner of the French 
auxiliary bark Qwn~lly against the United States, and for 
other purposes· to the C01mnittee on War Claims. 

By Mr. COCHR.AJ.~ of Pennsylvania: A bill (~. R. 2692). for 
the relief of Francis J. McDonald; to the Committee on Clarms. 

By Mr. ELLIOTT: A bill (H. R. 2693) ?ranting an i.ncrease 
of pension to Macie Hornsby ; to the Committee on PensiOns. 

By Mr. GAMBRILL : A bill (H. R. 2694) conferring the 
rank, pay, and allowances of a major of Infantry, to dat~ from 
March 24, 1928, upon Robert Graham Moss, late capt_am, In
fantry, United States Army, deceased; to the Committee on 
Military Affairs. · 

By Mr. HALSEY: A bill (H. R. 2695) for the relief of St. 
Lud.,.ers Catholic Church, of Germantown, Henry County, Mo.; 
to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. HAUGEN: A bill (H. R. 2696) granting an increase 
of pension to Florence Wadey; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. . 

By Mr. JAMES (by request of the War Department) : A bill 
(H. R. 2697) for the relief of Franz J. Jonitz, first lieutenant, 
Quartermaster Corps, United States Army; to the Committee on 
Military Affairs. 

Also (by request of the War Department), a bill (H. R. 
2698) to credit certain officers of the Army wi~ service ~! the 
United States Military Academy ; to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. 

Also (by request of the War Department), a bill (H. R. 2699) 
to authorize an appropriation to cover damages to an automobile 
of William H. Baldwin ; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. JENKINS: A bill (H. R. 2700) granting a pension to 
John Barrett· to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By :Mr. KENDALL of Pennsylvania: A bill (H. R. 2701) 
granting an increase of pension to Elizabeth Baldwin; to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also a bill (H. R. 2702) granting an increase of pension to 
Emma' Deetz · to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. LOZIER: .A bill (H. R. 2703) granting an increase of 
pension to Anna Cox ; to the Co~mittee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also a bill (H. R. 2704) granting an increase of pension to 
Re~a Ann Leas; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also a bill (H. R. 2705) granting an increase of pension to 
Sarild~ C. Lake; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. . 

Also, a bill (H. R. 2706) granting a pension to America E. 
Watson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 2707) granting a pension to Sadie Saunders; 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. LUDLOW: A bill (II. R. 2708) for the relief of 
Wellington Johnson; to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. McFADDEN: A bill (H. R. 2709) granting a pension 
to Margaret C. Boyle ; to the Committee on In...-alid Pensi?ns. 

By Mr. MOUSER: A bill (II. R. 2710) for the relief of 
Rebecca J. Rider ; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. PALMER: A bill (H. R. 2711) granting a pension to 
William B. Higgins; to the Committee on· Invalid Pen~ion .. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 2712) granting a pension to Mattie Fields; 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 2713) granting a pension to Ann Maria 
Metcalf· to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By 1\:1~. RAGON: A bill (H. R. 2714) granting a pension to 
Jack Fisk Hopkins ; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By 1\:lr. SPEAKS: A bill (H. R. 2715) granting a pension to 
Flora Newman ; to the Committee on Invalid Pen ions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 2716) granting a pension to Nancy White; 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 2717) granting a pension to Mary Ander-
son · to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. · 

Aiso, a bill (H. R . 2718) granting a pension to Sarah Fuerer; 
to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 2719) granting an increase of pension to 
Martha Queen ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 2720) granting an increase of pension to 
Hattie Black ; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 2721) granting an increase of pension to 
Mary Ellen Dalgarn; to the Committee on Pen ion . 

Also a bill (H. R. 2722) granting an increase, of pension to 
Elizab~th R. McConnell; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also a bill (H. R. 2723) granting an increase of pension to 
Mary Slosser; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also a bill (H. R. 2724) granting an increase of pension to 
Alice E. Chapman; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also a bill (H. R. 2725) ·granting an increase of pension to 
Ellen M. Carey ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also a bill (H. R. 2726) grunting an increase of pension to 
Eliza J. Wilson; to the Committee on ;Invalid Pension . 

Also a bill (H. R. 2727) granting an increase of pension to 
Joseph,ine A. Carlton; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 2728) for the relief of Edward Tomlinson; 
to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 2729) for the relief of Anna E. Stratton; 
to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 2730) for the relief of Capt. Philip A. 
Scholl, Finance Department, United States Army; to the Com
mittee on Military Affairs. 

AI o, a bill (H. R. 2731) for the relief of Homer D. Neimeis
ter · to the Comlnittee on Military Affairs. 

Also a bill (H. R. 2732) to correct the military record of 
Lawre~ce Fisher; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also a bill (H. R. 2733) to correct the naval record of Ray
mond Wallace; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. STRONG of Kansas (by request of the War Depart
ment) : A bill (H. R. 2734) to authorize the payment of an 
indemnity to the owners of the British steamship Kyleakin for 
damages sustained as a result of a collision between that vessel 
and the U. S. S. William O'Brien; to the Committee on War 
Claims. 

By Mr. TILSON: A bill (H. R. 2735) for the relief of John T. 
O'Neil · to the Committee on Military Affair . 

By :r;Ir. THOMPSON: A bill (II. R. 2736) granting a pension 
to Alice Bailey· to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. UND,ERWOOD: A bill (H. R. 2737) grantin~ an in
crea e of pension to Harriet E. Teegardin ; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 2738) g~·anting an increase of pension to 
Mary C. House· to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. WOOD : A bill (H. R. 2739) granting a pension to 
Lizzie White; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid 

on the Clerk's desk and referred as follows: 
335. By M!'. CRAMTON: Petitions signed by 385 re.sillents of 

the seventh congressional distiict of Michigan, urging a higher 
tariff on sugar; to the Committee on Ways an(! Means. 
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336. By Mr. MOREHEAD: Petition signed by 25 citizens of 

Lincoln, Nebr., requesting the repeal of the national-origins pr~ 
"Vision of the immigration act and the continuance of the quotas 
based on 2 per cent of the 1890 census, thereby supporting the 
President in his opinion on this question; to the Committee 
on Immigration and Naturalization. 

337. By Mr. O'CONNELL of New York: Petition of Manor 
Council, No. 112, Daughters of Liberty, opposing the repeal of 
the national-origins clause of the immigration act; to the Com
mittee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

338. Also, petition of M. H. Birge & Sons Co., Buffalo, N. Y., 
with reference to wall paper tarur schedule No. 13; to the Com
mittee on Ways and Means. 

339. By Mr. SANDERS of Texas: Petition of F. l\I. Fuller and 
Jed Wenpree, of Athens; T. C. Speed and L. K. Speed, Chandler; 
B. B. Almond, Malakoff; J. H. Allison, Eustace; and P. D. 
Nichols, Murchison, all in the State of Texas, in favor of a 
separate bill to increase tariff duties on competing farm products 
immediately; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

340. By Mr. QUAYLE: Petition of the Medical Society of the 
county of Kings, Brooklyn, N. Y., renewing and reiterating its 
objection to the principles of the maternity act and favoring 
termination thereof on June 30, 1929; to the Committee on In
terstate and Foreign Commerce. 

SENATE 
WEDNESDAY, May 8, 1f)J!tf) 

(Legislatioo day of Tuesday, May '1, 1929) 

The Senate met at 11 o'clock a. m., on the expiration of the 
recess. 

HUBERT D. STEPHENS, a Senator from the State of Mississippi, 
appeared in his seat to-day. 

Mr. FESS. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll. 
The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Senators 

answered to their names : 
Allen Frazier La. Follette 
Ashurst George McKellar 
Barkley Gillett McMaster 
Bingham Glass MeN ary 
BLack Glenn Metcalf 
Blaine Gotr Moses 
Blease GoldRborough Norbeck 
Borah Gould Norris 
Bratton Greene Nye 
Brookhart Hale Oddie 
Broussard Harris Overman 
BUt·ton Harrison Patterson 
Capper Hastings Phipps 
Caraway Ilatfield Pine 
Connally Hawes Pittman 
Copeland Hayden Ransdell 
Couzens Hebet·t Reed 
Cutting Hetlin Robinson, Ark. 
Dale Howell Robinson, Ind. 
Deneen Johnson Sackett 
Dill J'Ones Schall 
Edge Kcan Sheppard 
Fess Keyes Shortridge 
Fletcher King Simmons 

Smith 
Smoot 
Steck 
Steiwer 
Stephens 
Swanson 
'l'homas, Idaho 
'l'homas, Okla. 
Townsend 
Trammell 
Tydings 
Tyson 
Vandenberg 
Wagner 
W&lcott 
Walsh, Mass. 
Walsh, Mont. 
Warren 
Waterman 
Watson 
Wheeler 

The VICE PRESIDE:N"T. Ninety-three Senators 
swered to their names, a quorum is present. 

having an-

PETITIONS AND MEMO.lUALS 

1\fr. COPELAND presented the following resolutions adopted 
by the Lockport (N. Y.) Men's Community Club, which were 
referred to the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry and 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

LOCKPORT MEN'S COIIIMUNITY CLUB, 
Lockport, N. Y., May 4, 1929. 

Senator ROYA.L COPELA..>m, 
Washington, D. C. 

HONORABLE SIR : The following resolution was unanimously adopted 
at the last meeting of the Lockport Men's Community Club (Inc.), Lock
port, N. Y.: 

" Whereas Congress has passed and the President has signed the Nor
beck bill providing for the expenditure of $8,000,000 for the establish
ment of wild game and bird refuges; and 

" Whereas Niagara County lies directly in one of what naturalists 
rPcognize as the four great natural paths for the migration of birds 
from north to south, owing to the narrow body of water which the birds 
can cross at this point, to wit, tbe Niagara River; and 

" Whereas the J.ockport Rod and Gun Club has already gone on record 
favoring the establishment of one of such refuges in Niagara County: 
Xow, therefore, be it 

u Resolved, That the Lockport Men's Community Club (Inc.) is-
heartily in favor of the establishment of such a refuge in Niagara 
County and will do all in its power toward the accomplishment of 
this end ; and 

"Whereas Lockport, N.Y., was the lifetime residence of J. L. Davison, 
an internationally known and recognized authority on wild life and 
especially wild birds; be it further 

"Resolved, That if it is or should be the policy of the Government 
to name these refuges, said refuge located in Niagara County should 
be named the J. L. Davison refuge ; and be it further 

u Resolved, That a copy of the resolution be sent by the secretary 
to Senators WAGNER and COPELA:-ID and Congressman DEMPSEY." 

Yours very truly, 
LOCKPORT 1\:!EY'S COMMUNITY CLUB, 
W. J. WHITESIDE, Secretary. 

Mr. BLAINE presented a petition of the officers of the Anti-
1\ational Origins Clause League, Detroit, Mich., praying for the 
repeal of the national-origins provisions of the existing immi
gration law, which was referred to the Committee on Immigra
tion. 

1\fr. WALCOTT presented letters and telegrams in the nature 
of petitions from the Connecticut Society, Daughters of 1812, 
and Quinnipiac Council, No. 61, of the Sons and Daughters of 
Liberty, both at New Haven, and the National Society, Daugh
ters of Founders and Patriots of . America, in the State of 
Connecticut, praying for the retention of the national-origins 
provision in the immigration law, which were referred to the 
Committee on Irmnigration. 

He also presented a resolution of Enfield Grange, No. 151, 
Patrons of Husbandry, in the State of Connecticut, protesting 
against any change in the present oleomargatine laws, which 
was referred to the Committee on Finance. 

He also presented a resolution adopted by the Connecticut 
Department, Sons of Union Veterans of the Civil War, favor
ing the passage of the s~alled Robinson bill, granting in
creased pensions to Civil War veterans, their widows and 
dependents, wWch w~s referred to the Committee on Pensions. 

He also presented petitions of sundry citizens of Washington 
Depot, New Haven, Portland, Waterbury, Branford, East Hamp
ton, New Britain, East Lyme, Hartford, South Manchester, and 
Hamden, all in the State of Connecticut, praying for the repeal 
of the national-origins provision of the existing immigration 
law, which were referred to the Committee on Immigration. 

Mr. HATFIELD presented a telegram signed by the Moore
field Orchards. A. L. Ewers & Son, Ewers Thompson Orchard 
Co., G. P. Miller Co., D. T. Williams, J. S. Zimmerman, Shull 
& Zimmerman Golden Orchard Co., of Romney, W. Va., favor
ing inclusion in the pending farm relief bill of a provision 
authorizing allotment of not less than $50,000,000 as a revolv
ing fund for the purpose of building common and cold storage 
plants in strategic producing centers to enable growers to store 
their fruit plants; when built should be sold by the Govern
ment to incorporated associations of not less than 10 growers 
within area affected on amortization plan bn ·ed on payment in 
20 years at cost and 4th per cent interest, etc., which was 
ordered to lie on the table. · 

He also presented a telegram from the Consolidated Orchard 
Co., signed by H. W. Miller, president, Paw Paw, W. Va., favor
ing the inclusion of a provision in the pending farm relief bill 
for packing house and storage credit facilities for fruit growers, 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

He also presented a telegram from L. P. l\Iiller, of Cumber
land, :Md., favoring inclusion in the pending farm relief bill of 
a provision for furnishing aid to apple growers in securing 
pa('king house and common storage facilities, etc., which was 
ordered to lie on the table. 

REPORT OF THE COMMITTEI!I ON AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY 

Mr. McNARY, from the Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry, to which was referred the bill (S. 101) to provide for 
producers and others the benefit of official tests to determine 
protein in wheat for use in merchandising the same to the best 
advantage, and for acquiring and disseminating information 
relative to protein in wheat, and for other purposes, reported 
it without amendment and submitted a report (No. 8) thereon. 

BILLS INTRODUCED 

Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unani
mous consent, the second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. BINGHAM: 
A biil (S. 1011) to amend the act entitled "An act for mak

ing further and more effectual provision for the national de
fense, and for other purposes," approved June 3, 1916, as 
amended, and for other purposes; to the Committee on :Military 
Affairs. "' 
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